WATER TRANSPORTATION OF FREIGHT, 
ALASKA—UNITED STATES PORTS 





HEARING 


BEFORE THE M 
COMMITTEE ON 
INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE 
UNITED STATES SENATE 
EIGHTY-FIFTH CONGRESS 


AIN 


READING ROOM 


ON 


S. 1798 


A BILL TO AMEND SECTION 4462 OF THE REVISED STATUTES, 
AS AMENDED, WITH RESPECT TO CERTAIN VESSELS CARRY- 
ING FREIGHT FOR HIRE ON THE INLAND WATERS OF SOUTH- 
EASTERN ALASKA OR BETWEEN SUCH WATERS AND THE 
INLAND WATERS OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 


JULY 17, 1957 


Printed for the use of the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce 


os 


UNITED STATDHS 
GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICD 
95144 WASHINGTON : 1957 








SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE 
WARREN G. MAGNUSON, Washington, Chairman 


JOHN O. PASTORE, Rhode Island JOHN W. BRICKER, Ohio 

A. 8S. MIKE MONRONEY, Oklahoma ANDREW F. SCHOEPPEL, Kansas 
GEORGE A. SMATHERS, Florida JOHN MARSHALL BUTLER, Maryland 
ALAN BIBLE, Nevada CHARLES E. POTTER, Michigan 
STROM THURMOND, South Carolina WILLIAM A. PURTELL, Connecticut 
FRANK J. LAUSCHE, Ohio FREDERICK G. PAYNE, Maine 
RALPH YARBOROUGH, Texas NORRIS COTTON, New Hampshire 


EDWARD JARRETT, Chief Clerk 
BERTRAM QO. WISSMAN, Assistant Chief Clerk 
HAROLD I. BAYNTON, Chief Counsel 
JAMES E. BAILEY, Assistant Chief Counsel 
ALBERT B. LUCKEY, Jr., Counsel 
AvcGcust J. Bourson, Professional Staff Member 











DE POSITE £) 
UNITED STATES 


BY THE 


OF AMERICA 


CONTENTS 


Statement of 
Barry, Mr. James G., McGillvray Bros., Ketchikan, Alaska________~ 
Bartlett, Hon. E. L., Delegate in Congress from the Territory of 

Alaska, House Office Building, Washington, D. C___.____________ 
Beeks, Mr. William T., Evans, McLaren, Lane, Powell & Beeks, 1111 
Dexter: Horton Bide... Bedttle. Wasik a siecincccedcceoscwcsauunc 
Buness, Mr. Everett, Wrangell, Alaska (including several letters from 
eitinens OF Wrangen, AMSMAy...- 2. + soot ee ee ee 
Decker, Capt. George J., first vice preside nt “Internation: il organiza- 
tion of Masters, Mates and Pilots, AFL -CIO, 1923% First St., 
Seattle, Wash-____ sae a oh a ee eee ee 3 
Ewers, Mr. Ira L., attorney, Ewers & Duff, 1308 F Street NW. 
Washington, D. C., representing Alaska Steamship Company : 
Ganty, Mr. P. 8., general manager, Pelican Cold Storage Co., and 
Coastal Glacier Sea Foods, Inec., Pelican and Hoonan, Alaska__-___ 
Jackson, Hon. Henry M., United States Senator from the State of 
Inks satin ex spanned iar 
Richmond, Vice Adm. Alfred C., commandant, United States Coast 
Guard, Coast Guard Headquarters, Washington, D. C.; accom- 
panied by Kenneth S. Harrison, Office of Chief of Staff, Coast 
RIG cn a dnd eta pee a ee ae ae ee ae ee a ee 
Wohlstetter, Mr. Alan F., attorney, Denning & Wohlstetter, 1518 
x Street: NW, Washineten, iO... w2 slo le 
Letters from: Bartlett, Hon. KE. L., Delegate in Congress from the Territory 
of Alaska, dated July 18, 1957, enclosing radiogram from Gov. Mike 
Stepovich, of Alaska 

Reports from: 
Commerce Department, dated June 11, 1957___._----..._-.----.--- 
General Accounting Office, dated April 12, 1957 
Interior Department, dated June 28, 1957 
Justice Department, dated June 14, 1957 
State Department, dated May 2, 1957_._._.......--...-....-....- 
Treasury Department, dated June 27, 1957 


39 


39 
41 
41 
40 
42 
40: 





| 

i 

| 
| 


WATER TRANSPORTATION OF FREIGHT, 
ALASKA-UNITED STATES PORTS 


WEDNESDAY, JULY 17, 1957 


Unirep States SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND ForEIGN COMMERCE, 
Washington, D. @. 

The committee met, at 2:30 p. m., in room G-16, United States 
Capitol, Hon. Warren G. Magnuson presiding. 

The Cuatrman. The committee will come to order. 

There will be 2 or 3 other members of the committee here, but the 
Senate is still in session, so we will proceed. 

We have before us S. 1798, a bill to amend section 4426 of the Re- 
vised Statutes, as amended, with respect to certain vessels carrying 
freight for hire on the inland waters of southeastern Alaska or be- 
tween such waters and the inland waters of the State of Washington. 

This bill, as introduced, would exempt from the provision of law 
relating to the inspection of hulls and boilers certain smaller vessels 
engaged in servicing ports in the inland waters of southeastern Alaska 
or between such waters and the inland waters of the State of Washing- 
ton via the so-called inside passage to Alaska. 

It would extend to such vessels the exemption from inspection reg- 
ulation now permitted similar or even larger vessels in the above- 
cited Alaskan trade which are privately owned or chartered, and which 
carry only merchandise belonging to the owners or charterers. 

(S. 1798 and the text of proposed substitute S. 1798 are as follows: ) 


{S. 1798, 85th Cong., 1st sess.] 

A BILL To amend section 4462 of the Revised Statutes, as amended, with respect to 
certain vessels carrying freight for hire on the inland waters of southeastern Alaska 
or between such waters and the inland waters of the State of Washington 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 

of America in Congress assembled, That the third sentence of section 4462 of 

the Revised Statutes, as amended (34 Stat. 198; 46 U. S. C. 404), is hereby 
amended by adding the following proviso at the end thereof: ‘Provided, That 
the foregoing provisions hereof, relating to the inspection of hulls and boilers 
and requiring engineers and pilots, shall not apply to any vessel not exceeding 
one hundred and fifty gross tons not propelled by steam which is engaged in car- 
rying freight for hire (1) between places within the inland waters of southeastern 

Alaska, as defined pursuant to section 2 of the Act of February 19, 1895, as 

amended (28 Stat. 672; 33 U. S. C. 151), or (2) between places within said 

inland waters of southeastern Alaska and places within the inland waters 
of the State of Washington, as also defined pursuant to such Act of February 

19, 1895, as amended, via sheltered waters, as defined in article I, of the ‘Treaty 

between United States and Canada defining certain waters of the West Coast 

of North America, as sheltered waters’, dated December 9, 1933.” 

B ene members assigned to this hearing: Albert B. Luckey, Jr., and August J. 
ourbon. 
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[Committee Print No. 1, July 16, 1957, text of provened substitute ; S. 1798, 85th Cong., 
1st sess., Rept. No. 763] 


{Strike out all after the enacting clause and insert the part printed in italic] 


A BILL To amend section 4462 of the Revised Statutes, as amended, with respect to certain 
vessels carrying freight for hire on the inland waters of southeastern Alaska or between 
such waters and the inland waters of the State of Washington 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, Phat the third sentence of seetion 4462 of the 
Revised Stetithen: tes atietedeed edd bei Hd 45 LOR He fa tretelie cotmetedned 


That the third sentence of section "4426 of the Revised Statutes, as amended 
(34 Stat. 193; 46 U. 8. C. 404), is hereby amended by adding the following proviso 
at the end thereof: “Provided further, That no vessel under one hundred and 
fifty gross tons, owned by or demise chartered to any cooperative or association 
engaged solely in transporting cargo owned by any one or more of the members 
of such cooperative or association on a nonprofit basis (1) between places within 
the inland waters of southeastern Alaska, as defined pursuant to section 2 of the 
Act of February 19, 1895, as amended (28 Stat. 672; 33 U. 8. C. 151) or (2) be- 
tween places within said inland waters of southeastern Alaska and Prince Rupert, 
British Columbia, or (3) between places within said inland waters of southeast- 
ern Alaska and places within the inland waters of the State of Washington, as 
also defined pursuant to such Act of February 19, 1895, as amended, via sheltered 
waters, as defined in article I, of the treaty between United States and Canada 
defining certain waters of the west coast of North America as sheltered waters, 
dated December 9, 1933, shall be deemed to be carrying freight for hire within 
the meaning of this section.” 

Amend the title so as to read: “A bill to amend section 4426 of the Revised 
Statutes, as amended, with respect to certain small vessels operated by coopera- 
tives or associations in transporting merchandise of members on a nonprofit basis 
on the inland waters of southeastern Alaska or between such waters and Prince 
Rupert, British Columbia, or between such waters and the inland waters of the 
State of Washington.” 


The Cuareman. Now the Chair might say that this has been a mat- 
ter of great importance to all of us in the area for sometime, due to 
the lack of regular berth service or other services to this very important 
area of southeastern Alaska. 

We are hoping to arrive at some solution to it, so that these people 
up there may get service. 

I notice fr om the witness list that Senator Jackson is to speak. He 
is not here yet, is he? 

We will let him go for just a minute. But I see Delegate Bartlett 
here, and I know they are busy in the House, so we will be. glad to hear 
from you on this matter. 

Mr. Bartietrr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cratrman. Now the Senate bill has been amended from its 
original text, Delegate. I guess you are familiar with the amended 
bill, are you not? 

Mr. Bartretr. Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman, I am. 

The Cratreman. So if you will address yourself to the amended bill, 
we will be glad to hear from you. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. E. L. BARTLETT, DELEGATE TO THE CONGRESS 
FROM THE TERRITORY OF ALASKA 


Mr. Bartterr. This bill came on only this morning for hearing be- 
fore the Coast Guard Subcommittee of the House Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries Committee. When I say “this bill,” more properly I 
should have stated that identical bills were offered by Mr. Pelly and 
Mr. Don Magnuson. In testifying, however, I endorsed the provisions 
of the amended bill to be found in Committee Print No. 1, as introduced 
by the chairman of this committee. 

There are several witnesses here from the Pacific Northwest and 
Alaska, and they are prepared to explain to you in such detail as you 
may desire the necessity for this legislation. I can make my statement 
general and quite brie?, I hope, by saying that it does seem to me that 
legislation of the kind proposed here has a rather high degree of essen- 
tiality in respect to the transportation situation existing in southeast- 
ern Alaska, where people are banded together in these co-op associa- 
tions, obtain small craft, and transport their merchandise, particularly 
to the small outlying ports. 

And I am informed that if one person, for example, were to charter 
a ship under these circumstances, and the merchandise carried in that 
ship were destined for him and him only, there would be no question 
in law at all. He would be permitted to do that without question. Or, 
if one of these small craft were to tow barges, there would be no ques- 
tion of the legality of that performance although it might be far less 
safe than under this circumstance. 

But it has been submitted, and I think with validity, that if this 
arrangement cannot be permitted to be continued, made legally per- 
missible, a very serious situation may be created, and well, say small 
ports like Pelican and Hydaburg 

The Cuatrrman. Why not put that map up there so the other Senator 
here can see. We havea big map here. 

Mr. Bartierr. Good. I should have brought one over. 

The CHairman. All right. 

Mr. Barttrrr. I shall resume my testimony, Mr. Chairman, by ap- 
proaching the map and pointing to that area of Alaska variously de- 
scribed as southern Alaska, the Panhandle or Alexander Archipelago. 
If you were closer to this map, you would note that there are several 
small communities, a dozen or more, located throughout southeastern 
Alaska, populated by two to three hundred, four, five hundred per- 
sons. They do not have adequate dock facilities for the admission 
of freighters, such as those that go in to Seward, for example, and 
even if they did, I understand, the principal steamship company could 
not profitably call at those ports until there had been a considerable 
accumulation of freight, which means that the service would be very 
infrequent. This service that is being performed now, arose on ac- 
count of necessity, and nothing else. 

The Cuatrman. I think the record should show here, if anyone does 
not understand this territory, that the only means of transportation 
they have is water, and air, only very spasmodic air transportation, 
and it is chartered service. Is that not correct? 

Mr. Bartietr. There is rather adequate air service, but understand- 
ably, the people simply couldn’t pay for air freight charges for all 
their merchandise. 
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Senator Jackson. Isn’t the significant thing, Delegate Bartlett, that 
these outlying ports do not have regularly scheduled transportation 
I will make a distinction in my remarks, Mr. Chairman, pointing out 
that it is towns like Klawock, Craig, Hydaburg, and so on, that do not 
have regularly scheduled water transportation. 

Mr. Bartierr. That is an exact statement of fact, Senator Jackson. 

Senator Jackson. The whole purpose of this legislation, at least the 
ees I am interested in, is trying to take care of outlying ports that 

ave no way of getting adequate transportation. 

Mr. Bartierr. That is my major concern. Mr. Ganty, of Pelican, 
is here, and he has told me and I so related to the House committee— 
I do not doubt he told the House committee—I had to leave before 
the hearing was concluded. Here is thesituation. Pelican isa rather 
large operation, and they have locations elsewhere. Now the Pelican 
people have enough freight to charter a ship, small craft, for their own 
purposes, and if this legislation were passed, Mr. Ganty and his as- 
sociates would not be hurt measurably or at all. But as he said, how 
about all the other little people that cannot accumulate enough mer- 
chandise to charter a ship regularly? They are out, and I rather fear 
if this legislation is not adopted, that just as Senator Jackson says, 
these people are going to be hard put to it to get any freight in at all. 
If they do it by air, the cost is impossibly high, and to sum up, I think 
something needs to be done, Mr. Chairman. I believe that the sub- 
stitute language which you have offered, which is much more limited 
in character than the original proposal, would suffice in this very 
curious and unique situation. 

The Cuatrman. And both the House and Senate bills that are being 
discussed are limited only to that area ? 

Mr. Bartrietr. That is correct. 

The Cuairman. From Puget Sound up north through the so-called 
inland passage and in the area of southeastern Alaska where these 
small communities exist ? 

Mr. Barttert. Yes, sir. 

The Cuatrman. And as long as you are here, the Chair would like 
to remind everyone here that it is an annual event for this committee 
to pass a bill to allow Canadian ships to go in to Hyder. Every year 
we pass the same bill. 

Mr. Bartierr. Plus the last several years. 

The Cuamman. Because no service would go in to Hyder. 

Mr. Bartierr. Plus the fact, the last several years there has been 
added to the bill the right of Canadian ships to carry passengers from 
one Alaskan port to another because no American passenger steam- 
ship service is offered. 

The Cuarrman. Now, my colleague here has a statement he wants 
to make on this bill, too. 


STATEMENT OF HENRY M. JACKSON, A UNITED STATES SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 


Senator Jackson. Mr. Chairman, as chairman of the Subcommittee 
on Territories and Insular Affairs, I am very concerned with all 
matters which concern the impact of the availability and costs of 
transportation on the Alaskan economy. Therefore, I am most in- 
terested in S. 1798, a bill which you introduced. 
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Congress has recognized the necessity of meeting Alaska’s excep- 
tional transportation problems in such ways as relaxing the merchant 
marine laws to allow Canadian vessels to serve the port of Hyder, 
Alaska. 

I have made a study of the transportation available to the major 
ports and the so-called outlying ports of southeastern Alaska. Such 
ports as Klawock, Craig, Hydaburg, Hoonah, Chatham, Tenakee, 
Kake, Pelican, Metlakathtla, and others, have no scheduled or regu- 
lar transportation available to them. 

For the past 10 years the transportation problem in this area has 
been met by the use of small vessels serving the enumerated ports 
which, in turn, serve as distribution points for surrounding settle- 
ments. Such small vessels have been operated as a cooperative effort 
of the merchants and inhabitants who require the service; and, until 
recently, this practice was never questioned by the Coast Guard or 
any other agency. 

I have been notified that many merchants and others in the south- 
eastern Alaska area wish to form an association or cooperative and 
through such association, operate vessels not exceeding 150 gross tons 
for the purpose of transporting merchandise which is owned by 
members of the association on the supply routes between the outlying 
ports mentioned and the major ports of southeastern Alaska and the 
inland ports of the State of Washington. All of the waters to be used 
on such routes are sheltered waters. 

If one individual owner—lI think this is significant—were the op- 
erator, the contemplated operation would be perfectly proper under 
existing law. If one owner can operate legally, it cannot be a relaxa- 
tion of safety standards when two or more owners perform the identi- 
cal operation. Also, it appears that the operation would be restricted 
to transportation of the members’ own property; so it would not 
involve common carriers or carriers for profit or hire. 

Since most of the users of the small boat service are smal] merchants 
and others whose problem it is to get regular deliveries of small 
amounts of merchandise, it is not feasible to acquire such service unless 
many of them cooperate. 

I do not believe that the plan contemplated by the interested Alaska 
people violates the purpose of existing safety standards. 

Some means of regular transportation is absolutely essential to the 
welfare of the people in the outlying areas of southeastern Alaska, 
and such service can only be furnished by small boats operated through 
the cooperative effort of people using the service. The alternative to 
this method seems to be the granting of a subsidy to the existing 
scheduled carrier in order to help defray the cost of service to addi- 
tional ports by large ships and, as you know, such a subsidy would be 
in clear contradiction to the longstanding policy of Congress. 

During the past 4 months I have received a large volume of mail 
from individuals and business concerns in the State of Washington 
and southeastern Alaska expressing interest in S. 1798. Such com- 
munications have expressed overwhelming support for the measure. 

The bill as introduced may well be unnecessarily broad in its terms— 
Tam talking about the amended bill—— 

The Cuatrman. I will say to my colleague we have provided for 
that in the committee substitute. 

95144572 
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Senator Jackson. I would suggest that it be amended to include 
only those vessels owned or chartered by a nonprofit association or 
cooperative and used for transportation on a nonprofit basis of cargo 
owned by one or more of the members. 

I support the bill with amendments reflecting the considerations 
1 have stated above. Such a bill will not and is not intended to create 
any competitive advantage; it is to provide a means of survival for the 
outlying communities of southeastern Alaska. 

I should like to supplement my statement by saying that, of course, 
if there is regular service in a given area, I feel that should be handled 
that way. My remarks have been directed to these outlying ports as 
distinguished from the ports that receive regular service, I should 
iike to make that v ery clear. 

I do not see how, Mr. Chairman, the economy in this area can be 
served unless we have legislation of this kind. It is not economically 
feasible to require those people serving the area to meet the standards 
required by the Coast Guard. The people who serve this area have 
a wonderful safety record. It is clearly legal for an individual corpo- 
ration or person to charter a vessel for his own purpose that meets all 
the standards. 

All that we are asking is that this principle be carried out more 
efficiently and economically by permitting a group to go together on a 
cooperative or a social basis to act without any profit. 

The Cuatrman. Well, my understanding, and I am sure it is yours, 
Senator Jackson, is that no one of those small merchants, in a scattered 
number of communities, could afford to charter a vessel himself. 

Senator Jackson. That is right; I think only at Pelican. 

The CuHarrman. Well, Pelican is represented here. 

Senator Jackson. They are in a different category 

The Cuatrman. But Pelican could not serve all the other people 
around. 

Senator Jackson. They cannot. It would be illegal based on the 
fact that these people cannot get service now, and based on the need 
to assist the economy, I think the legislation is absolutely essential. 
I do not know how this objective can be achieved without this kind 
of legislation. As I say, they have been operating heretofore under 
the assumption that it was legal. It is only in the last, I believe, 2 
years that this question has been raised. 

The Cratrman. All right; Senator Yarborough, you are a dry 
water sailor. 

Senator YarsosoueH. No question. 

The Cuatrman. Senator Purtell, do you have any questions to ask 
Senator Jackson ? 

Senator Purrety. No. I have none. 

The Cuatrman. Thank you, Senator. 

Now, Alan Wohlstetter. Is he here? We will be glad to hear 
from you. 
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STATEMENT OF ALAN F. WOHLSTETTER, MEMBER OF THE FIRM 


OF DENNING & WOHLSTETTER, ATTORNEYS IN WASHINGTON, 
D. C. 


The Cuatrman. Now in all cases here, we are addressing ourselves 
to the substitute bill. 

Mr. Woutstetrer. That is my understanding. 

My name is Alan F. Wohlstetter. I am a member of the firm of 
Denning & Wohlstetter, attorneys in Washington, D. C. We have 
been retained for a number of years by persons in the State of Wash- 
ington and in Alaska on transportation matters and have acquired 
some degree of familiarity with the transportation requirements of 
the Territory, and in particular with its almost complete dependence 
upon water transportation to which the chairman referred. I believe, 
however, that the acute economic need for the proposed legislation can 
be better presented to this committee by others testifying here today 
who will be vitally affected unless the subject legislation is favorably 
considered. I would, therefore, prefer to confine my remarks to the 
background of the proposed legislation and to an explanation of the 
legal manner in which it will solve an existing problem. 

The purpose of this legislation is to permit the continued opera- 
tion of small uninspected vessels of under 150 gross tons by mer- 
chants of southeastern Alaska for the carriage of their own cargoes. 
There are a number of communities in Alaska, the so-called outports, 
such as Kake, Chatham, Hoonah, Pelican, Klawock, Hydaburg and 
Craig, which have no regular common-carrier service and would be 
without water transportation were the merchants in southeastern 
Alaska forced to discontinue the operation of their smal] boats. As I 
have said, the effect of this upon the typical communities involved will 
be testified to by others far more capable than my self, who have come 
here from Alaska for that very purpose. 

The present law which is set forth in title 46, United States Code, 
subsection 4426, provides that vessels above 15 gross tons carrying 
freight for hire—that phrase is all important here—shall be subject 
to certain inspection requirements. The Federal courts have consist- 
ently interpreted this statute, and it is not subject to question, to 
mean that a single merchant can charter an uninspected vessel for the 
carriage of his own freight. This point was specifically decided in 
the case of United States versus Reefer King in the Federal court in 
Seattle, Wash. 

Due to the fact that it is an economic impossibility for each small 
merchant in southeastern Alaska, whose community has no common 
carrier service, individually to charter a vessel, these merchants at- 
tempted to gain some measure of relief by jointly chartering vessels in 
order to provide some means of transporting their merchandise to 
their respective communities. These operations continued for some 
8 years with at least the knowledge and acquiescence of the Coast 
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Guard. About 2 years ago, the Coast Guard took the position that 
when a number of merchants jointly charter a vessel, they are engaged 
in the carriage of freight for hire and subject to the inspection re- 
quirements of the statute, although if each merchant individually 
chartered the vessel, he would not be subject to those requirements. 
The purpose of the proposed bill is to set at rest that ambiguity in the 
mind of the Coast Guard and to remove the peril with which the mer- 
chants of the southeastern Alaska area are now being faced. 

I will refrain from reading the next paragraph of my statement 
because it is directed more to the original bill. 

Looking at the substitute bill, it has the effect of providing that the 
operation of vessels under 150 gross tons by associations of merchants 
engaged in transporting the freight of its membership, on a nonprofit 
basis, between places within the inland waters of southeastern Alaska 
and between places within said inland waters and places within the in- 
land waters of the State of Washington shall not constitute the car- 
riage of freight for hire within the meaning of title 46, United States 
Code, section 404. This, in our opinion, clarifies the existing law, and, 
in any event, enables the continuation of a transportation service by 
the merchants in southeastern Alaska upon which many small com- 
munities are entirely dependent. 

I would like to emphasize two things: First, the committee is not 
here faced with the decision of whether these vessels shall be operated 
as inspected or uninspected vessels. If the merchants of southeastern 
Alaska are forced to discontinue their joint operation of small boats 
for the carriage of their own freight, the small merchants will be 
without service. The vessels could under no circumstances be operated 
under the present inspection requirements of the Coast Guard and 
only the largest merchants in southeastern Alaska, numbering only 
1 or 2, would have transportation service. They could and would in- 
dividually charter vessels for the carriage of their own freight and 
these vessels would continue to be operated as uninspected vessels— 
the only difference is that the small merchants of southeastern Alaska, 
not having sufficient freight to require an entire ship, would be with- 
out service. ' 

What is presently before the committee, therefore, is not primarily 
a question of enforcing safety standards. 

Certainly, it is no more or less safe for an uninspected vessel to 
carry one merchant’s freight than for that very same vessel to carry 
the freight of several merchants. As we have said, there is no question 
but that vessels under 300 gross tons can be chartered for the carriage 
of freight of an individual merchant. It is also true that under the 
navigation laws, these same vessels could tow barges loaded with the 
freight of a number of persons without being subject to the inspec- 
tion requirements of title 46, United States Code, section 404. This is 
certainly a more dangerous operation. 

The Crarrman. Right there I think the record should show we are 
talking about inland waters primarily. 

Mr. Wontstetrer. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. The entire pur- 
pose of this bill and the limitation is limited to inland protected waters. 

I would also like to suggest to the committee that the very phrase 
appearing in the present law, namely, “engaged in the carriage of 
freight for hire,” is by all standards an economic term rather than one 
of safety. It is the sort of term that depends on such things as transfer 
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of title or whether the association is a separate corporate entity, and 
that is hardly the sort of standard that goes with a safety requirement. 

Perhaps this discussion as to the effect upon safety at sea of the 
proposed legislation is anticipatory, nevertheless I thought I would 
present it to the committee at this time. 

Every conceivable attempt has been made to obtain service at the 
outports in southeastern Alaska without success. During the past 10 
years, the merchants have, as it were, exercised the right of self-help 
and provided their own transportation with chartered vessels on a 
nonprofit basis and purely as a means of getting their own freight 
between the States and southeastern Alaska. Unless the operation of 
these chartered vessels is permitted to continue, these outports will 
be without transportation for the very necessities of life, such as fresh 
milk, meat, and produce. 

It is for this reason that we ask this committee to favorably consider 
the proposed legislation and to act to prevent the discontinuance of the 
much-needed small-boat service to southeastern communities in 
Alaska. 

1 would like to pass up to the committee pictures of the vessels which 
are presently being operated, which show that they are the small boats 
which can be accommodated at the very limited facilities in these out- 
ports. 

I would like to make one supplemental statement. This bill has been 
limited again in the subs titute, which limits the original bill to the 
territory of southern Alaska, which is a sparsely se ttled area, and the 
points by witnesses which will follow desire to bring to the attention 
of the committee, are the so-called small ports. 

However, I must make one thing clear. That in serving the small 
ports, it is often necessary to call at other ports in southern Alaske 
in order to give the service and to permit the merchants’ freight to 
reach the small ports. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you, Mr. Wohlstetter. 

Mr. Woutsterrer. Thank you. 

The CuarrmMan. Mr. Ganty, we are glad to hear from you. You 
have a short statement here. 


STATEMENT OF P. S. GANTY, GENERAL MANAGER OF PELICAN 
COLD STORAGE CO., AND OF COASTAL GLACIER SEA FOODS, INC., 
PELICAN AND HOONAH, ALASKA 


Mr. Ganry. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee my name 
is P. S. Ganty. Iam general manager of Pelican Cold Storage Co. 
and of Coastal Glacier Sea Foods, Inc.. located at Pelican and Hoonah, 
Alaska, respet tively. 

I appear in sup ae of S. 1798 as amended, and my remarks are 
directed to the amended bill in all instances here 

We people in Alasl cr are almost entirely dependent upon water 
transportation for our day-to-day living, our economy, and our busi- 
ness operations. In southeastern Alaska, the Alaska Steamship Co. 
is the only carrier offering any steamship service at all. 

Lt is not my purpose—an id I emphasize that—to criticize in any 
way the serv 1¢ ‘es offered by that company but to bring to the attention 
of this committee a few pertinent facts. 
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The small outports in Alaska, such as Pelican, Hoonah, Kake, 
Klawock, Craig, Chatham, to mention several, have no regular com- 
mon-carrier steamship service. The only water transportation which 
these communities have is that made available by the operation of the 
small uninspected vessels chartered by the Alaska merchants them- 
selves, through cooperative associations, and which are the subject of 
the present legislation. 

I would like to speak more specifically about the communities of 
Pelican and Hoonah, because that is where I spend most of my time, 
of course. 

First, Pelican is a community with approximately 100 residents 
throughout the year, which population doubles during the fishing 
season of April through October. The principal activity of Pelican 
is the Pelican cold-storage plant, of which I am general manager. 
The northbound tonnage to this community averages approximately 
30 tons per month. That average is based on a year’s spread. It 
naturally picks up during the summer and drops off to a good deal less 
than that during the off season. 

The Alaska Steamship Co. operates entirely with large vessels of 
the Liberty or Knot ship type and will call at outports such as Pelican 
only for a 100-ton minimum. Neither the northbound nor the south- 
bound freight moving to and from Pelican, respectively, is sufficient 
to meet the 100-ton minimum and for this reason, the community is 
without common-carrier steamship service. 

Because of this distressing situation, merchants in Pelican and in 
other Alaskan communities have banded together to charter vessels 
for the carriage of their own freight. This recourse, although con- 
siderably more expensive than common-carrier service, at least pro- 
vides these outports with some degree of service, thereby permitting 
them and their businesses to continue in existence. 

If it were not for the operation by the merchants of the small char- 
tered boats, the people of Pelican would be without the necessities of 
life, such as fresh meat, milk, and produce. 

I would like to insert parenthetically in my written statement, I 
am here with the knowledge and full support of the communities and 
I am not appearing here primarily as an advocate for the company’s 
interest on this thing. 

As has been pointed out, it would be simple for us to go ahead and 
charter our boat and we would have it going tomorrow. But we 
would thereby rule out any possibility of service to the other small 
merchants in the towns in which we operate. I would like to make 
that clear. 

The Cuarrman. And your operation, of necessity, would be sea- 
sonal ? 

Mr. Gantry. Our operation, of necessity, would be seasonal. That 
is quite correct. 

There is also a movement of mild cured salmon from Pelican, which 
would be eliminated if the merchants are forced to discontinue their 
small-boat operation. This is salmon which is salted and moves in 
the cooled holds of vessels. It is a very perishable commodity and 
cannot keep for more than 2 or 3 weeks. 

This accentuates the need for the continued operation of the char- 
tered vessels. By that I mean the more frequent calls that the char- 
tered vessels give us. Service is required every other week, and this 
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is only available with the vessels operated by the merchants of Alaska, 
due to the fact that the tonnage minimum cannot be met. 

The situation at Hoonah is much the same. This is a community of 
some 500 people, most of whom are natives. The principal business 
consists of salmon seining by native fishermen and the processing and 
freezing of Dungeness crab by the Coastal Glacier Sea Foods Co. 

Again, no regular scheduled common- -carrier service is available, as 
Alaska Steam will only call for a 100-ton minimum. I would like to 
insert parenthetically here, the dock situation at Hoonah precludes 
the possibility of any large steamer service because the dock is only 
80-feet long. 

It is impossible for this community to meet the minimum tonnage 
requirement as the northbound movement to Hoonah averages between 
10 to 15 tons every 2 weeks, while the southbound movement of frozen 
crab amounts to only 4 to 5 tons. There is no doubt in my mind that if 
the merchants are required to discontinue their small-boat operations, 
the Coastal] Glacier Sea Foods Co. will be required to shut down. 

The Cuarrman. This is your operation in Hoonah ? 

Mr. Ganty. This is our operation in Hoonah, and I am referring 
specifically to the crab operation. 

This company provides an annual payroll to the community of 
$25,000——— 

Senator Purreit. Is that $25,000 for all of your operations in 
Hoonah ? 

Mr. Ganty. That would be for the crab cannery payroll. 

Senator Purtet,. Which might be discontinued ? 

Mr. Gantry. That would be definitely discontinued, and I can say 
that with no qualification. 

Although this is probably not important, I must admit, by stateside 
stand: rds, it is vital to the little community. Hoonah, just as Pelican, 
would be deprived of fresh meat, milk, and produce if the merchants’ 
vessels were not operated. 

I would like to emphasize before this honorable committee that the 
matter before them does not involve a determination of whether the 
merchant vessels will be operated as inspected or uninspected vessels. 
The question is whether the operation of these merchant vessels will 
be forced to discontinue and the residents in the outports of Alaska 
cut off from needed transportation service. 

I feel it is my duty to state one further thing to the committee. If 
the merchants of Alaska are required to discontinue their vessel opera- 
tions, the Pelican Cold Storage Co. will not be without service. 

It is sufficiently large that it can, by itself, purchase or charter one 
of these uninspected vessels for the ¢ carriage of its own freight. It is 
perfectly clear that this can and has been done under the existing law. 

The CHarrman. In that case, Mr. Ganty, you would be operating 
then, if Pelican could charter itself, uninspected under the law, because 
you are an individual operator ? 

Mr. Ganty. Yes,sir. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHarrmMan. You would have them as safe as possible and they 
would be perfectly safe ? 

Mr. Gantry. Asa matter of business policy ; yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. But technically you would not have to be inspected, 
according to the rigid Coast Guard standards, if you operated by 
yourself ? 
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Mr. Ganty. That is correct. 

Senator Jackson. What you are asking is that the people be per- 
mitted in these areas, where they cannot get service, to do collectively 
on a nonprofit, non-common-carrier basis that which you could do in- 
dividually. Is this not a summary of the situation? 

Mr. Gantry. That is a precise summary of the situation. 

The Cuatrman. And you are the only one that I can think of— 
you know more about the Territory than I do, I know a little—the only 
one up there that can do this individually ¢ 

Mr. Gantry. We are the only ones, to my knowledge within the 
Territory, Mr. Chairman, who are in a position to do so. 

The Cuarrman. I don’t know of any other. 

Mr. Gantry. And I might say that my personal consistent position 
has been one of working for the community in these boats because I 
thought that it would be very shortsighted for our company—again 
as a matter of business policy—to reg: ard only our own needs and shut 
out the 4 or 5 little stores down the boardwalk of Pelican. 

Senator Jackson. For example, if you get this legislation, and you 
had a boatload of supplies coming up for ‘the company, and the local 
people in this town of 100 people \ were short, under the present situa- 
tion, as the law is being interpreted by the Coast Guard, you could not 
hand them a case of eggs, or a glass of milk or bottle of milk? 

Mr. Gantry. No; we could not. 

Senator Jackson. But you could bring it all in your plant ? 

Mr. Ganty. We are very meticulous to observe those conditions of 
the charter, and that would include any other shipper getting stuff into 
Pelican direct. 

Senator Purrett. As one who knows nothing about this at all and is 
most anxious to learn more, if you were to be permitted to continue to 
operate as you have been operating in the past, you and your people 
up there would be satisfied ; 1s that correct ? 

Mr. Gantry. Yes, sir; we would. 

Senator Purrety. But the need for this law is occasioned, is it, by a 
change in attitude on the part of the Coast Guard ? 

Mr. Ganty. A change in the interpretation of the law by the Coast 
Guard, and their attitude; yes. 

Senator Purtreti. The law has not changed, but their interpretation 
has; is that correct ? 

Mr. Ganty. Yes; I believe that is correct, Senator. 

Senator Purreii. Well, then, if the law presently requires them to 
inspect vessels, they had been closing their eyes to the need for inspec- 
tion “gg iiommaagl d 

Mr. Ganry. I cannot speak for the Coast Guard, but I believe it is 
the Coast Guard feeling that there was a terrific economic impact in a 
decision of this kind. They are quite familiar with the problem s in- 
volved, and I think there might have been some reluctance—this is a 
personal point of view- _there might have been some reluctance on 
their part to put a lot of people out of business. 

Senator Purrett. But would not that same motivation exist today? 
You tell me that you people will be put out of business; not your com- 
pany, but others. But what has changed then ? 

Mr. Ganty. There has not been anything changed at all, except 
enforcement of the law has precipitated this crisis. 
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The Cuamrman. Except everybody could be technically hauled into 
court for every violation. 

Senator Purret.t. But they could have been, for a good many years, 
in its operation ? 

Mr. Gantry. That is a matter of controversy—we are vulnerable, 
we think. 

Senator Purre.y. I understand, of course, if there is a law on the 
statute books, it should be lived up to. I can understand that, but 
the fact is that it has been one that has not apparently been enforced 
by the Coast Guard. 

Mr. Ganty. That is correct, Senator. I would like to say, also, 
we are uncomfortable in depending on a transportation lifeline exist- 
ing under those circumstances. We would like to see this thing clari- 
fied so that the people can be assured that they are going to get trans- 
portation. 

Senator Purretyt. Now, the Coast Guard requirement would be a 
rigid inspection ; is that correct ? 

Mr. Gantry. I cannot name the technical points of the inspection. 

Senator Purretit. Why object to an inspection ? 

Mr. Gantry. Because of the tremendous cost of overhauling these 
vessels to bring them into compliance with the Coast Guard inspection. 

Senator Purrett. The type of inspection that would be required ? 


Mr. Ganty. Yes; the things that are demanded under inspected 
vessels. 


Senator Jackson. And manning? 

Mr. Ganty. The problem of manning is another factor involved. 

Senator Purre.y. It would be required under the regulations; it 
would require more men than presently or in the past have been on 
these vessels for manning; is that correct ? 

Mr. Ganty. Yes, sir. 

Senator Purretyi. Has there been loss of life recently, over the last 
10 years ? 

Mr. Gantry. I think I can state there has been absolutely no loss of 
life in any of the vessels that we have been connected with in this 
charter operation over the past 10 years. 

The CuarrMan. It is all inland water? 

Senator Purrexy. Is it all inland water? Actually, is it inland 
waters from the point of origin to the ultimate destination; all inland 
waters ? 

Mr. Gantry. All inland waters all the way; yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record.) 

The Cuarrman. On the record. 

Senator Purtetyt. Then this, as I understand it now, really is simply 
because the Coast Guard is now doing something that previously they 
did not do; is that correct ? 

Mr. Gantry. Yes, Senator; that is the reason I am in Washington 
today. 

Senator Purtrett. Has there been a public demand for this action 
on the part of the Coast Guard ? 

Mr. Ganty. I am not aware of such a demand. I know there is no 
public demand within the Territory for such action. 

9514457 3 
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Senator Purrety. That is all. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you—oh, you are not through. 

Mr. Gantry. I have a little bit more, Mr. Chairman. What it does 
mean, however, is that the small merchants of Alaska, who have joined 
together to charter vessels, will be unable to do so, and they will be 
without water transportation. Looking at a broader interest than 
our own, we respectfully urge that S. 1798 be favorably considered 
by this honorable committee in order that the small merchants of 
Alaska may continue to exercise their right of self-help and operate 
chartered vessels bringing necessary supplies to their respective com- 
munities. 

_ The Cuarrman. Mr. Ganty, for the purpose of the record, this 
involves no passenger service ? 

Mr. Gantry. None whatsoever; none contemplated, either, Mr. 
Chairman. 

The Cuatrman. Thank you, Mr. Ganty. 

Now, Mr. James G. Barry. We will be glad to hear your state- 
ment, Mr. Barry. 


STATEMENT OF JAMES G. BARRY, PARTNER IN McGILLVRAY 
BROS., GENERAL BUILDING CONTRACTORS IN ALASKA 


Mr. Barry. My name is James G. Barry. I am a partner in 
McGillvray Bros., general building contractors in Alaska. 

We appear in support of S. 1798 and companion bills H. R. 6646 
and H. R. 7161, insofar as these bills will permit the continued opera- 
tion of small boats by merchants of Alaska, through cooperative asso- 
ciations. 

: The outports of Alaska are entirely dependent upon the transpor- 

tation provided by the merchants’ operation of these small uninspected 
vessels. The only service provided to southeastern Alaska is that of 
the Alaska Steamship Co., which company requires a 100-ton mini- 
mum before it will make a call. 

All of these outports, without exception, such as Craig, Klawock, 
Kake, to name a few, are unable to accumulate the necessary minimum 
tonnage, with the result that they cannot obtain any common-carrier 
transportation service. 

A number of merchants in Alaska several years ago joined together 
to charter and operate small boats for the carriage of their own freight 
in order to make available to them and their communities some means 
of obtaining supplies and of shipping their produce to the north- 
western part of the United States. 

I can tell you what the continuation of this service means to us and 
why I participate in the chartering of vessels as a merchant of Alaska. 

We were recently contracted by the Department of the Interior to 
build two school buildings, one at Craig and the other at Klawock. 
Under the contract, the construction was required to be completed 
within a year, due to seasonal operation, and we had to schedule the 
material to move within a 6-month period, beginning in June, in order 
that construction might be completed in time and continued on in the 
winter months.’ 

The jobs involved the movement of some 690 tons of construction 
material, which was not available at the same time due to supplies and 
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so forth, but which had to move to Craig and Klawock as soon as it 
was obtained from various subcontractors. 

Since we could not meet the tonnage minimum, we were unable to 
obtain any service from the Alaska Steamship Co. The only solu- 
tion presented was to jointly charter the vessels with other merchants 
which would enable us, by pooling our transportation requirements, 
to get our materials to the job sites. By this arrangement we were 
able to successfully carry out our contract with the Government. 

Our alternative would have been to ship in by barge, more expen- 
sive shipping, to Ketchikan, and transshipping by some means to 
those communities, which would have been practically double in cost 
on the freight. 

Unless we can continue to arrange our transportation requirements, 
as merchants of Alaska, by joining in the cooperative chartering of 
vessels, we will be without service to the outports and our individual 
businesses will be substantially impaired, and also in the operation in 
connection with our work for our various customers. 

Thank you for the opportunity to appear. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you, Mr. Barry. 

Mr. Buness, of Wrangell, Alaska. 


STATEMENT OF EVERETT BUNESS, WRANGELL, ALASKA 


Mr. Buness. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I do 
not have a prepared statement, but I have been authorized by the peo- 
ple of Wrangell to represent them in the bill that is before the Senate 
at this time. 

We are very dependent on service for fresh produce, milk, and so 
forth; and also for southbound transportation of fish and shrimp, 
meat, and so forth. 

The businessmen of Wrangell have prepared letters, which I would 
like to put in the record. 

The CuarrMan. We will put them all in the record for you. Were 
they practically unanimous, or were they unanimous? 

Mr. Buness. They were, in my opinion, unanimous. The chamber 
of commerce endorses this bill and would like very much to see this 
passed. 

I believe that is all I have. 

The CHarrMan. The letters will go in the record in full. 

(The letters referred to are as follows:) 


WRANGELL CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Wrangell, Alaska, July 12, 1957. 
Senator WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR MaGNuson: The Wrangell Chamber of Commerce wishes to 
endorse your bill S. 1798, regarding the operation of vessels under 150 gross 
tons in the inland waters of southeastern Alaska and Washington. 

We have always been dependent on water carriers as our major source of 
transporting goods. Because of the irregularity of service from the larger 
steamship companies, it was necessary over 3 years ago for our merchants to 
charter the Ketchikan Merchant’s Charter Association as our private carrier. 
They have given us weekly service which is so essential for businesses. 

We hope that this service will continue as well as that of the larger steamship 
companies without interference from the Coast Guard. The economic growth 
of this area is vitally dependent on consistent weekly water carriers. 

Yours truly, 
WitriaM Berry, President. 
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RELIANCE SHRIMP Co., 


Wrangell, Alaska, July 12, 1957. 
Senator W. G. Macnuson, 


Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Deak SENATOR MaGnuson: With reference to your bill S. 1798, we would like 
to thank you for your interest in our shipping problems and want to give you 
our support for the passage of this bill. 

Summer is now here and the need for these small vessels and the special ship- 
ping service they provide is glaringly evident to us in southeastern Alaska. 

Not only do they provide a regular source of fresh food for our families, but 
also a dependable shipping service to keep our small businesses in operation. 

The fishing season is short and the same is true of some of the other small 
industries. Adequate shipping service, as provided by small vessels, can mean the 
difference between our success and failure. 

Thank you again for your interest in our shipping problems. 

Sincerely, 


Net E. GRANT. 


WRANGELL, ALASKA, July 12, 1957. 
Mr. Everett BuUNEss, 


Wrangell, Alaska. 


DeEAR EVERETT: We have just been advised that you are making a trip to Wash- 
ington, D. C., on behalf of the small charter boats that have been servicing our 
part of Alaska. 

We want to assure you that the weekly service that we have been receiving 
from the Ketchikan Merchants Charter Association boats has been a tremendous 
help to us in our type of business. We only hope that this service can be con- 
a We certainly do not like the idea of having to go back to a twice-a-month 

asis. 

If we can furnish you with any information while you are in Washington, 
D. C., do not hesitate to send us a collect telegram. 

We appreciate the personal time you are devoting to us and to all of the 
merchants in southeastern Alaska. 

Yours very truly, 


CAMPBELL Bros., 
J.C. Hay, Manager. 


BENJAMIN’S STORE, 
Wrangell, Alaska, July 12, 1957. 
Senator WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DearR Srr: We have recently noted your Senate bill No. 1798 which would 
exempt boats of under 150 gross tons from Coast Guard inspection while haul- 
ing supplies under public hire to southeast Alaska ports. We endorse it highly. 

For several years we have shipped all our merchandise via charter vessels 
since the Alaska Steamship Co. could not or would not give us the service we 
needed to economically and conveniently operate our business, It has been 
especially bad in the summer when supplies were most urgently needed. Before 
the charter service we have waited as long as 3 weeks between boats which has 
made a hardship on everyone. Smaller vessels can be operated profitably on 
a regular weekly basis which apparently the larger ships cannot. 

It is our sincere hope that passage of your Senate bill No. 1798 can be effected. 
We feel sure the economy of this section of Alaska would be helped tremendously. 

Sincerely yours, 
Lioyp C, BENJAMIN, 


Buness Bros. 
Wrangell, Alaska, July 12, 1957. 
Senator W. G. MAGNUSON, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR MAGNUSON : We who live in southeastern Alaska depend almost 
wholly upon water transportation to maintain our business. The larger steam- 
ship companies are inadequate when the traffic is heavy in the summertime and 
they cannot operate profitably during the slow winter months. 

Our economy depends upon the small shipping vessels to supplement the large 
vessels in the summer and to provide the only regular shipping service in the 
winter months. 
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_We want to assure you our support for your bill S. 1798 and to thank you for 
giving us a helping hand with our shipping problems at this time. 
Your very truly, 


Maurice 8. Buness, Manager. 


Harsork SEAFoopsS Co., 


Wrangell, Alaska, July 12, 1957. 
Senator WarrReEN G. MAGNUSON, 


Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 
Deak SENATOR MaGnuson: We would like to endorse and give wholehearted 


support to your bill S. 1798, concerning small shipping vessels operating in south- 
eastern Alaskan waters. 


As you know, the whole future as well as the present of Alaska depends upon 
adequate water transportation facilities. During some of the winter months, 
these small vessels give us the only regular shipping service available which is 
so necessary for maintaining our businesses. 


These small vessels are indispensable to the continued growth and prosperity 
of Alaska, if we are to be an asset rather than a liability to our country. 
Sincerely yours, 


HARRY SUNDBERG. 


PacirFIc NORTHERN TIMBER Co., 


Wrangell, Alaska, July 12, 1957. 
Senator W. C. MAGNUSON, 


Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Str: We want to give you our support for the bill, S. 1798, before the 
Legislature at the present time. 

Since these small shipping vessels are so necessary to Alaska, we feel that the 
passage of this bill cannot be minimized. This bill will have a great and con- 
tinuing effect upon the healthy growth of southeastern Alaska. 

This will result in mutual benefit for everyone. 

Yours truly, 


Frep G. HANFORD, 
Alaska Representative. 


The CuarrMan. Would you get any fresh milk if you did not have 
this service? 

Mr. Buness. Not fresh milk, we would get frozen milk. 

The CHarrman. Are there any questions ¢ 

Senator Purrriy. No. 

The Cuatrman. Thank you, Mr. Buness. 

Now, Admiral, we will hear what the Coast Guard has to say about 
this. Now, again, for the record, you are directing your remarks to 
the substitute. I do not think you need to discuss the other. 


STATEMENT OF VICE ADM. ALFRED C. RICHMOND, COMMANDANT, 
UNITED STATES COAST GUARD; ACCOMPANIED BY KENNETH S&S. 
HARRISON, OFFICE OF CHIEF OF STAFF, COAST GUARD 


Admiral Ricumonp. As the committee knows, the Treasury Depart- 
ment has reported in opposition to this bill, but that opposition was 
directed of course to the original S. 1798. On the new bill we have 
not had an opportunity to make a report. 

Although the revised version of 8S. 1798 is less objectionable than 
the original version by narrowing the application of the exception to 
vessels “owned by or demise chartered to any cooperative or associa- 
tion engaged solely in transporting cargo owned by any one or more 
of the members of such cooperative or association on a nonprofit basis,” 
it is considered that the Treasury Department’s objections to the pro- 
posed legislation still have not been met. 
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Under existing law, Revised Statutes, section 4426, as amended, a 
cooperative or association engaged in transporting cargo owned b 
one or more of its members for which a charge is made, even soetin 
no profit to the cooperative or association accrues, is considered as 
transporting cargo for hire, the cooperative or ‘association being 
treated as an entity separate and apart from its members. 

The effect, then, of the revised S. 1798 would be to exempt, although 
on a much narrower basis, a class of vessels from inspection, and thus 
discriminate against vessels of other classes which may desire to avoid 
inspection by entering into the same or similar arrangements in other 
areas. 

Thus, the result could be a trend toward lowering accepted merchant 
marine safety standards as prescribed by statute. 

The Crarrman. That is a quote from the original letter of June 
27, addressed to me, from the Treasury Department, relating to the 
original bill ? 

Admiral Ricumonp, That is correct, sir. 

The Cuartrman. Do you have anything further to say on this? 

Admiral Ricumonp. I would be glad to answer any questions, sir. 

The Cuatrman. Admiral, let me ask this, and this, I know, will 
be your personal opinion and not necessarily the Treasury’ S version, 
because this is on the original bill. Where they say, “This might be 
a trend toward some vessels of the small type seeking exceptions,” 
do you know of any place under our jurisdiction where a similar sit- 

uation exists or could exist? I am speaking of geographicalwise, ter- 
rainwise, or the service that is now presented in the particular case. 
Can you think of any in the United States or anything under our 
jurisdiction that is similar ? 

Admiral Ricumonp. Yes; I think there are any number of places 
where, if anyone was trying to avoid the inspection laws, they could 
use or attempt to use the same idea that was used here. 

The CuHatrrman. Where there would be a great number of commu- 
nities that only had this form of transportation? I cannot think 
of any. I think of this, as an exception. 

Admiral Ricumonp. The difficulty with this, sir, is, as we have 
discussed this in the drafting of the bill, this presents a method, if 
this is accepted up there, by. which a group could address Congress 
for a similar exception if they saw a way to avoid the inspection laws. 

The Cuarrman. Would they have any standing before Congress if 
they had some other service that was available? 

Admiral Ricumonp. I would doubt it, sir. But, of course, in this, we 
must remember that, if this is limited to the outlying ports alone, that 
is one thing. But, of course, there are other ports that are not out- 
lying involved in this, which, unfortunately, you just cannot avoid. 

The Cramman. We have tried to limit this as strictly as we can. 
And we have used, of course, the terms of limitation—geographical 
terms exactly as the Coast Guard themselves would use them. I just 
could not think of any. I have tried to think of some, where it 
might occur. It is a similar situation, is it not, to our Hyder situa- 
tion, where we even allow passengers ? 

Admiral Ricumonp. Very similar, no doubt. Southern Alaska is 
a unique situation. 

Senator Jackson. Admiral, how can the Treasury Department—on 
this same point—how can the Treasury Department support the Hyder 








WATER TRANSPORTATION OF FREIGHT 19 


legislation, where there is absolutely no inspection or control what- 
ever over Canadian vessels? What would be the reasoning ? 

Admiral Ricumonp. Well, frankly, I am not too familiar with the 
Hyder setup. But I believe that the vessels that are used in that are 
Canadian-inspected vessels. I may be wrong, sir. 

Senator Jackson. Is there anything in the legislation that requires 
that they be inspected ? 

The Cuarrman. No. 

Admiral Ricumonp. I do not believe in the legislation itself. 

Senator Jackson. I know. But, if it isa requirement, it would be in 
the law. They at least must conform to their own standards. There 
is nothing in the law, as I understand it, that requires any inspection 
whatever 

The Crarrman. I think the record should show here that the trans- 
portation involved in this case, and in the Hyder case, is on inside 
waters of southeastern Alaska and Washington via the shelter water- 
ways, so-called inland passage, and that is defined by a treaty between 
the United States and Canada. 

In other words, the waters are not in the open sea and are con- 
sidered safe. As a matter of fact, our Government has by treaty 
with Canada eliminated loadline requirements on vessels using the 
inside passage to southeastern Alaska, and thus recognizes that such 
waters do not present the usual and customary sea perils. 

Admiral Ricumonp. I would have to look at this, so I really could 
not answer the question, specifically, that was asked. I doubt 1f there 
is anything in the legislation, answering Senator Jackson exactly; it 
may have been assumed in passing it that the vessels that were utilized 
would measure up to Canadian standards. 

Senator Jackson. They can do this individually now? 

Admiral Rrcnmonp. You are speaking of these vessels ? 

Senator Jackson. Yes. 

Admiral Ricumonp. As Mr. Wohlstetter pointed out, the law is very 
specific. If you, for example, own a motor-driven vessel and are 
operating on inland waters, regardless of the tonnage, sir, it is not 
required to be inspected. 

Senator Jackson. Do you not think that, if the outlying ports could 
not get service, that is not true of all outlying ports in southeastern 
Alaska; but the ones who cannot get service certainly should be able 
to do collectively that which is legal individually, as a matter of public 
policy, if it is a nonprofit or cooperative association that is operating 
it? 

Admiral Ricumonp. Well, I would hate to express an opinion on 
that. 

Senator Jackson. I am not going to ask you. I will just treat that 
as a statement and not as a question. 

Admiral Ricumonp. I might answer it this way, sir: We recognize 
there is a problem there. Now, these vessels have been operating for a 
number of years, as has been pointed out, not with the acquiescence of 
the Coast Guard but, in a sense, as a policy decision. Undoubtedly, 
when they first started operating, they may have talked to members of 
the Coast Guard, and got an expressed opinion from some individual 
that this would not be in violation of the inspection law. The mat- 
ter was brought to our attention about a little over 2 years ago, parti- 
cularly, and, at that time, Admiral Harrison, who is our legal officer, 
after due consideration, felt that the type of organization supporting 
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the operation of these vessels was such that brought these vessels within 
the purview law. 

The legal representatives, at that time, of the Ketchikan Merchants 
Transport Association, now represented by Mr. Wohlstetter, took a 
diametrically opposed view, and we had, as I indicated to the com- 
mittee this morning, the case of the immovable object and the irresis- 
tible force. There was only one way to resolve this legal question, and 
that was to get a court decision, and more or less by agreement, we are 
now seeking a friendly court decision on whether we are right or 
wrong. 

In the meantime we are citing, though not assessing penalties for 
every operation of these vessels because it is our belief we are right. 

The Cuarrman. Well, Admiral, of course, the Treasury Department 
decision is based upon the law as it is. 

Admiral Ricumonp. That is correct, sir. 

The Cuarrman. And we are here to change laws, when the equities 
and justice demand, and if we change the law, the Coast Guard would 
have no objection, would they ? 

Admiral Ricumonp. Individually, I would have no objection. 

Senator Purrert. Now I want that answer again. If this law is 
changed, you would have no objection to the changing of the law, as 
it is substituted ? 

Admiral Ricumonp. I have no objection. I would not tell you that 
I do not think it is a lowering of the standards, but I will tell you, 
sir, that is a policy matter that I think is within the purview of 
Congress and I have no right to express an opinion, sir. 

The Cratrman. And Admiral, you admit this has been a unique 
special problem ? 

Admiral Ricumonp. It has, and I have shown that by the fact, sir, 
as an understanding of that, and in fact, in essence, I have continued 
to permit these people to operate without, you might say, not only 
assessing the penalty, but insisting that the penalty be paid forthwith 
every time they operate, because I feel that it is a debatable question. 

Senator Jackson. This gives the Congress an opportunity to make 
a decision, too, in the meantime. 

The Cuatrman. I want to say, Senator Purtell—off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

The Cuarrman. On the record. 

Senator Purteti. But what will it do if we do pass this law in the 
way of setting standards or precedents that might be harmful to the 
public interest in other areas? 

Admiral Ricumonp. I think the chairman has already answered 
that. He asked me if I knew of any other areas. The answer, speci- 
ficially right now, I do not know of any other area. There is, of course, 
the possibility, obviously, it is obvious to you gentlemen, it would set 
a precedent that others could come in, and I suppose their case would 
have to stand or fall upon how good that case was, sir. 

Senator Purrett. What is the safety record of these vessels that 
have been operating, apparently it appears now, illegally, because the 
law has not changed? You have simply decided to see that the law 
is enforced ? 

Admiral Ricumonp. That is right. 
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Senator Purte.ti, What has been the safety record of these vessels 
that have been operating ? 

Admiral Ricumonp. I cannot say that I know of a single casualty 
that has occurred as a result of any vessel in this area not being 
inspected. 

Senator Purrett. Now then, if you had not pursued the lenient 
policy which you are presently pursuing, in not assessing penalties at 
the present time; had you pursued a policy of assessing penalties, 
would it appear to you that many of these communities would have 
been denied the transportation necessary as they have indicated it is 
necessary ? 

Admiral Ricumonp. I certainly would not rebut the testimony of 
the experts from Alaska on that, sir. 

Senator Purrett. Of course, I want to find out what all the testi- 
mony is. It is obvious that any association can be formed today on 
the docks. I would think—your lawyer may have a different opinion— 
and that could be a nonprofit organization of all those that are ship- 
ping on that particular vessel at this particular time, and it could 

e disbanded at the end of the trip. These are possibilities with this 
idea of a nonprofit association, which could be formed by just those 
people shipping today, or tomorrow, and then, collectively forming an 
association of all those shippers any other time. You see what I 
mean? This thing bothers me a little bit, but it does appear that you 
have here a situation in which these people will not be furnished trans- 
portation unless they are furnished it the way they are today. 

Admiral Ricumonp. In some areas, undoubtedly. 

Senator Purretu. I do not have any more questions. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you, Admiral. Thank you very much. 

Now, George, we want to hear from you. 

Captain Decker, from Seattle. 


STATEMENT OF CAPT. GEORGE J. DECKER, FIRST VICE PRESIDENT, 
INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATION OF MASTERS, MATES, AND 
PILOTS, AFL-CIO 


Captain Decker. My name is Capt. George J. Decker. I am vice 

resident of the International Organization of Masters, Mates and 

ilots, AFL-CIO, and reside in the city of Seattle, Wash. 1 am ap- 
pearing today in opposition to Senate 1798, representing the masters, 
mates and pilots and the maritime unions affiliated with the Puget 
Sound Maritime Trades Council, whose offices are in Seattle, Wash. 

On behalf of the aforementioned organization, I desire to express 
thanks and appreciation for this opportunity to state our opposition 
with respect to the bill, S. 1798, introduced by the distinguished chair- 
man of this committee. I also wish to thank the chairman and the 
committee for the deep and continuing interest shown in the welfare 
of the American merchant marine. 

This bill would provide exemption from Coast Guard inspection of 
vessels of not over 150 gross tons operating on the inland waters of 
southeastern Alaska, or between such waters and Prince Rupert, Brit- 
ish Columbia, or between such waters and the inland waters of the 
State of Washington. This exemption from the enforcement of the 
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present law would eliminate long-standing safety and manning re- 
quirements on motor-powered vessels of not over 150 gross tons and 
operating in the inter-Alaskan trade and on the waters previously 
mentioned. 

The maritime unions are opposed to any relaxation of safety and 
manning requirements which would discriminate in favor of these 
small vessels as opposed to larger vessels operated by common-carrier 
companies with which companies our maritime unions have agree- 
ments. 

The maritime unions feel that were this bill enacted into law it 
would permit employers to man vessels of this type with untrained and 
unqualified personnel which would be to the great detriment of the 
trained and licensed merchant marine sailor, and would have a tend- 
ency to break down present collective bargaining agreements. 

This proposed legislation, permit me to say, as we understand it, 
if enacted into law would have a tendency to eliminate the present 
safety conditions and manning requirements that have been gained by 
the maritime unions and the maritime industry over the past 30 years. 

In view of this, we in the trade-union movement of the Northwest 
and the maritime unions in particular do not feel that we can stand 
idly by and see present conditions of safety and employment eliminated 
to the point that we think this legislation would bring about. In our 
opinion, the present law requiring that all vessels above 15 gross tons 
carry licensed engineers and licensed pilots, as well as having to comply 
with certain additional safety precautions, should not be amended in 
any manner that would give special consideration to a particular group 
of operators. We do not believe it would be in the best interest of the 
United States or the American merchant marine to waive any of the 
present United States Coast Guard requirements for safety at sea. 

Again, permit met to express our appreciation for this opportunity 
to be heard before this honorable committee. 

The Cuarrman. Any questions? 

Senator Purrety. Yes, sir; I would like to ask a question. 

Are there any vessels operating in these waters covered by the pres- 
ent proposed legislation that would come within the purview of that 
group of vessels that you have referred to? 

In other words, if this law is passed, will it affect any vessels operat- 
ing in the waters covered by the bill? Would it change the present 
situation from the past situation, in regard to these vessels operating 
in these waters? 

Captain Decker. Yes, sir; it would. 

Senator Purrety. What vessels are in there now ? 

Captain Decker. There is one out of Ketchikan that goes to the west 
coast of Prince Wales Island, on the regular subsidized mail run that 
carries freight and passengers. 

Senator Purrety. To all of these ports that have been mentioned 
here? 

Captain Decker. Craig; Klawock. 

Senator Purretyi. How often do they deliver ? 

Captain Decker. Weekly 

The Cuarrman. That is mail and passengers? 

Captain Decker. And freight. 

The CuarrMan. Very little freight? 

Captain Decker. There is freight transshipped; how much, I do 
not know. 
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Mr. Woutsterrer. No refrigerated capacity. 

Senator Purrett. The vessel could not give the service that the 
vessels referred to in this proposed bill can give ? 

Captain Decker. I do not know—‘f it is not refrigerated, no. There 
is also one out of Juneau that makes Hoonah and Pelican in that same 
respect. There is a refrigerated vessel running up there, the Western 
Trailer. 

Senator Purrett. What I am trying to find out, are other vessels 
operating that will be hurt by this legislation? In other words, this 
will give the opportunity for vessels presently operating to go operat- 
ing legally. Now, if that is so done, will it take business away from 
other vessels presently operating legally 2 

Captain Decker. Well, I think it would. 

Senator Purreti. Do you know it would ? 

Captain Decker. Yes, sir; toa certain extent, it will. 

Senator Purrett. Where are they operating and how much freight 
do they carry? How badly would they be injured ? 

Captain Decker. W ell, you have 2 or 3 co-ops going to Alaska right 
now. That definitely is hurting commercial operators. 

Senator Purrety. There are two that you mentioned, commercial 
operators; is that correct ? 

Captain Decker. In the same type; yes, sir. 

Senator Purretn. Do you know about that situation, Mr. Chairman? 

The Cuarrman. Well, I think these vessels go in to certain ports 
with the freight, that has been mentioned here, ‘Without passengers or 
mail. There are two other vessels that carry a very minimum amount 
of freight, but carry passengers and mail. 

Captain Decker. That is right. 

The Cuatrman. What we are trying to say is whether this bill was 
passed or not, or the regulations were changed or not, the situation 
up there would be just the same as far as the Alaska Steamship Co. 
is concerned. ‘They would only call at the ports they are now calling, 
and with their minimum tonnage. 

Second, of course, the other two would still operate with their 
minimum freight because some of these places are growing. 

Third, it would not change the situation, only that some of the ports 
would not be served, right ? 

Captain Decker. That possibly could be so; yes, sir. 

Senator Purret.. In other words, what they ask in this bill is that 
they be permitted to legally do what they are doing today ? 

Captain Decker. T hat is correct. 

Senator Purretn. Then they would not hurt anybody ; would they ? 
That is, they would not hurt anybody beyond the point where they 
may presently be hurt. They are simply saying let us continue to do 

what we have done in the past legally; is that correct ? 

Japtain Decker. That is right. 

Senator Purreii. It would appear as a matter of equity, nobody is 
being hurt, but if the law is enforced, then the people presently operat- 
ing illegally could not carry freight, and then it would help those that 
are operating in competition with them; is that correct ? 

Captain DECKER. Yes, sir. I might add, Senator, two of my mem- 
bers are operating one of those same deals, the Western Trailer, for 
Washington Fish & Oyster, and they are the ones that are paying a 
$500 fine every trip they make. 
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The Cuarrman. Naturally none of us that have an interest here in 
the merchant marine want to lower any of our safety standards. 

Captain Decker. Correct. 

The Cuairman. And the only justification for legislation such as 
this would be that the situation would be so unusual, that the com- 
munities would not be served if these standards were not lowered, or 
as the Senator from Connecticut points out, they would continue to do, 
technically illegally, what they have been doing for 10 years. 

Senator Purreti. But apparently from what you have said and 
what evidence we have received previously would indicate, nobody 
would be hurt in any manner or to any degree greater than they had 
been hurt in the past, if this is permitted to be legally done? 

Captain Decker. True enough. 

Senator Purrety. Because they have been doing it. 

Captain Decker. Why don’t they put them under inspection serv- 
ice? It is not going to hurt them. 

Senator Purrett. That is not the question; if anybody would be 
economically hurt by them ? 

Captain Decker. Economically, no. 

The Cuarrman., I think the question here is too, George, and I think 
we will all agree, that this is a little bit of a sectional problem with 
all of us. One of the real troubles in Alaska for these small communi- 
ties, has been transportation costs. 

Captain Decker. That is right. 

The Cuarrman. I do not know what it would cost to put these three 
small vessels or vessels involved in class under the standards, but it 
might be such that the transportation costs would be so great it would 
not be worth while. That might happen ? 

Captain Decker. That could happen. 

The Cuarrman. You and I have gone through this many a time. 

Captain Decker. That is correct. 

Senator Jackson. Captain, I just want to say, I associate my re- 
marks with my colleagues here. I think we all agree that we do not 
want to lower the standard. We have an emergency situation. It is 
serious in these outlying ports, especially in those ports where the 
regular company, the main company, Alaska Steam, is not able to 
supply them. For obvious reasons, they cannot stop at every port 
that has a small cargo. 

The Cuatrman. They could not afford to. 

Captain Decker. No; that is right. 

Senator Jackson. And I agree wholeheartedly, that we ought to 
maintain our inspection standards. The problem here is an acute 
economic situation in this unusual area. I want to compliment you 
on your fine statement. I do not disagree with your policy. 

Captain Decker. You know, I, myself, am an Alaskan pilot and I 
have been in that country 27 years and I know what it is. 

The CuatrmMan. Only one question here, whether or not the urgency 
of the situation for these small communities justifies some relaxation 
in this particular case. That is about all there is to it. 

Captain Decker. I do not want to strangle Alaska; I want to help. 

The Cuarrman. We understand that very well. 

Senator Purretzi. You have helped me a great deal, Captain, with 
your testimony. Thank you very much. 
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Mr. Woutsterrer. Mr. Chairman, may I be indulged for just a 
moment here. I would like to state this, that it is our position, as 
Admiral Richmond stated, that there has been no determination that 
the present operation is illegal. It is that very doubt we hope to re- 
move by the legislation and get Congress to more or less eliminate the 
amenty but I would not like any statement appearing in the rec- 
or 

The CuarirMAN (interposing). I do not think the record shows that. 
What we are saying, at least we show an inconsistency. If you do 
it by yourself, you are all right. But if, because of an emergency, 
you get together and do it you may or may not be doing it illegally. 

Mr. Woutstetrer. May or may not. 

Senator Purreiy. Let’s for the record, show questionable legality. 

Mr. Woutsterter. I think that is right. 

The Cuarrman. Ira, do you want to tell us something here? 

Mr. Ewers is also very familiar with all the situation, and repre- 
sents the Alaska Steam. 





STATEMENT OF IRA L. EWERS, MEMBER OF THE LAW FIRM OF 
EWERS & DUFF, WASHINGTON, D. C., ON BEHALF OF ALASKA 
STEAMSHIP CoO. 


Mr. Ewrrs. My name is Ira L. Ewers. I am a member of the law 
firm of Ewers & Duff, 1308 F Street, NW., Washington, D. C. 

We have been counsel for many years for Alaska Steamship Co., 
are more than passingly familiar with transportation problems to the 
Territory, and are very sympathetic with their complexities. 

We find ourselves in general accord with this legislation as described 
but have serious doubts that it is written as described. 

Briefly, the position of our company is, as the chairman knows, we 
have never opposed the rendition of service by anyone to an area which 
we cannot economically serve, as witnessed by the Hyder legislation 
mentioned by the chairman. Nor do we oppose the service which has 
been discussed here. 

By a pecular quirk in the navigation laws, motor vessels are sub- 
ject to a different rule than steam vessels. A steam vessel must be in- 
spected before she can be navigated. A motorship only needs to be in- 
spected in the event she carries for hire. 

As a result of that distinction, this very ingenious Ketchikan chart- 
ering plan has come into operation in connection with motorships. 
Now where a service is supplemental to ours, as in the case of these 
areas mentioned by the proponents of this legislation today, we hope 
that some may can be found to give them relief and if we can assist In 
doing it, we will be most happy to do it. 

Our difficulty is not with the situation which has been described 
to you today, but with the situation which has not been described to 
you today. There are two chartering cooperatives in Alaska today, 
one of which almost directly parallels the service of the Alaska 
Steamship Co. That is the so-called Ketchikan merchants’ chartering 
group. ' 

The Cuarrman. Now when you speak of Alaska, I think the record 
ought to be clear—as someone said, it is a big country—we are talking 
about southeastern Alaska. 

Mr. Ewers. I will come to that, sir. 
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They operate under this ingenious chartering plan principally be- 
tween Puget Sound ports and Ketchikan. Ketchikan is regularly 
served by the Alaska Steamship Co. at what we consider to be ade- 
quate, frequent intervals. 

Senator Purreiu. Those being what, sir, roughly ? 

Mr. Ewers. I would like to submit for the record, a schedule of the 
Alaska Steamship Co.’s operations for the past 4- or 5-week period, 
showing the ports in Alaska at which we call and how frequently, 
and the dates. 

Ketchikan, in this particular schedule, is the first port of call on the 
schedule, and it repeats itself at frequent intervals throughout the 
month. I would say, probably, we go to Ketchikan 3 to 4 times a 
month. 

Senator Jackson. What about Juneau? 

Mr. Ewers. Juneau, quite frequently. Iam halfway down the page, 
of a month, 4 or 5 times a month. I have not tabulated the frequency 
of these calls over this period. 

The CuarrMan. Not year around, but seasonal ? 

Mr. Ewers. That is seasonal, correct. Most transportation in 
Alaska, as the chairman knows, is seasonal. 

The Cuatrman. Those schedules, would it be accurate to say, are 
between May and October? 

Mr. Ewers. I should think this would be representative of that 
period. 

The Cuatrman. Without objection, they will be put in the record. 

(The tabulation referred to above follows:) 


ALASKA STEAMSHIP Co. TRAFFIC DEPARTMENT, PIER 42, SEATTLE 
Schedule No. 7-57—Issued July 3, 1957 


! 

Vessel Voyage | Departs Ports of call 

| No. Seattle | 

| 
| 
| 





MS. Coastal Nomad_-----.-_--- | 1| July 8 | Ketchikan (Independent Cannery), Petersburg, 
Juneau. 

ds aS aloes aici ales 94 | July 9] Seward, Valdez. 

ae ee 90 | July 10 | Nushagak, Nome. 

0 aa | 25 |...do._._.| Womens Bay, Kodiak, Port Bailey, Ouzinkie. 

MS. Susitna__.....-- aay 147 | July 12) Ketchikan, Wrangell, Petersburg, Juneau, Sitka, 
| | Mount Edgecumbe, Kake. 

MS. Coastal Rambler - ------ 62 |...do___.| Seward, Cordova. 

88. Fortuna--..-....- be 11 |...do_...| Cold Bay, Naknek. 

8S. Chena_. a . nt 99 | July 16 | Seward, Valdez. 

MS. Coastal Monarch---_---- 83 | July 18 | Yakutat, Seldovia, Homer, Port Graham, Uganik, 
| Kodiak Island Canneries. 

MS. Coastal Nomad___-__- 2{| July 19 | Ketchikan, Petersburg, Juneau, Seward. 

fi  ne ee j 77 | July 23 | Seward, Valdez. 


MS. Susitna 148 | July 26 | Ketchikan, Wrangell, Petersburg, Juneau, Letnikof 


Cove, Haines, Skagway, Sitka, 











| 
| 


MS. Coastal Rambler _ --.----- 63 |._..do.._.| Seward, Cordova. 

Re Sint enbagel 95 | July 30 | Seward, Valdez. 

Ee EE ibsdawicsscnccwscsd 26 | July 31 | Womens Bay, Kodiak. 

MS. Coastal Nomad-.__-_----| 3 | Aug. 2 Ketchikan, Petersburg, Juneau. 

Pere ec okul 100 | Aug. 6 | Seward, Valdez. 

Be. .. . Socks ed ndnine | 149 | Aug. 9 | Ketchikan (Ward Cove Cannery), Wrangell, Peters- 
burg, Juneau, Sitka. 

MS. Coastal Rambler. __---_- } 64 |__.do_.___| Seward, Cordova. 

et 78 | Aug. 13 | Seward, Valdez. 

ge TE SC | 92 | Aug. 16 | Ketchikan, Wrangell, Petersburg, Juneau. 

MS. Coastal Nomad-----_----- | 4 .-do....} Seward. 


Note.— Departure dates and order of calling at ports may be subject to variance because of cargo offerings 
and/or other requirements. Connections are madeat Seward with the Alaska Railroad for Anchorage, 
Fairbanks, Palmer, and other interior points; also Yukon River points during the open season of naviga- 
tion, which is normally between Apr. 15 and Aug. 1. Connections are made at Valdez with Garrison Fast 
Freight, Inc., for Fairbanks and points on the Richardson Highway and diverging highways. Connections 
are made at Skagway for Whitehorse, Dawson, and other points on the White Pass and Yukon route. 

For schedule information, truck delivery time, space reservations for particular cargo and general informa- 
tion, please cal] Alaska Steamship Co., Main 4530, permit desk. 








WATER TRANSPORTATION OF FREIGHT 27 


Mr. Ewers. Now they carry a considerable volume of high-grade 
freight between Seattle and Ketchikan, directly competitive with the 
service of the Alaska Steamship Co. Some of that is consumed locally, 
some additional cargo is discharged at Wake Port and still farther 
cargo is transshipped to other smaller watercraft for delivery to some 
of the areas which we have been discussing today. 

One of such transshipment arrangements is through Ketchikan 
Transportation Co., which operates licensed inspected vessels. 

I might divert a little for the purpose of completing the record, that 
there are other water-transportation services to southeastern Alaska. 
I am reminded that in addition to the Alaska Steamship Co., you 
have Foss Tug & Barge, Puget Sound Tug & Barge, A. B. C. Towing 
Co., Union Steamship Co., and possibly some others that we did not 
have time to enumerate at this time. 

But I am quite in agreement that none of these services is of such a 
nature that they can provide regular, frequent, adequate service to 
the outports which have been mentioned in the testimony of the pre- 
vious witnesses. 

Now, Senator Jackson has stated that he did not intend this legis- 
lation to operate to those areas to which there was regular, frequent, 
and adequate water-transportation service. But in the manner in 
which the bill is written, it would still be possible for an operation of 
this kind to be relieved of inspection going to such ports as Ketchikan 
and Wrangell, which are on the inland waterways, under this ingenious 
Ketchikan charter and plan. 

Now I would like to describe what that means to the Alaska Steam- 
ship Co. 

All of our vessels are inspected. The number of crews that we are 
required are prescribed, the condition of our vessels is annually re- 
viewed—none of which is required, as explained, under this situation 
which we are now discussing. In addition to that, we have to file our 
rates with the Maritime Administration, and they are subject to the 
regulation of the Maritime Administration. That is not true of opera- 
tions under the Ketchikan chartering plan. 

In addition to that, we have to file an annual report with the Mari- 
time Administration, disclosing the scope of our operations for each 
year, which is required of every common carrier but not of contract 
carriers or carriers of this type. 

More particularly, in connection with this so-called Ketchikan char- 
tering plan under the modification of which this Pelican-Hoonah 
group are operating, by this method of operation, they are able to 
avoid the payment of the Federal tax on transportation of 3 percent. 
To that extent, at least, they have the advantage over the common car- 
rier operating in the trade. 

Now the operation is a complete legal fiction. The Ketchikan char- 
tering operation quotes the rates of the Alaska Steamship Co. from its 
tariff. The shipping document is almost identical with our bill of 
lading but through this legal fiction, which I think is properly de- 
scribed here today, they are given these advantages over the common 
carrier which is trying to serve all of the ports in the Territory to the 
best of its ability. 

The CHatrman. Well, let’s not say all of the ports. 

Mr. Ewers. I say we are trying to serve all the ports. Of course 
there must be economic feasibility there, and there are some that we 
cannot call at, at all. 
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The CHarrman. And you have no passenger service ? 

Mr. Ewers. And no passenger service is involved in this proposal. 

Senator Purrert. And you will not go into many of these ports 
with less than 100 tons ? 

Mr. Ewers. That is correct, sir. That is because of economic limita- 
tions. Harbor limitations are not unusual to us. We tie up in a 
stream and load on the riverbank, and whether you have a dock there 
or not, is not too important, but we obviously cannot call at every nook 
and hamlet for 30, 40, 50, 100 tons. It has plagued Alaska. ~ 

The Cuarrman. The chairman is very familiar with that. The type 
of ships have been a problem. t 

Mr. Ewers. It has plagued Alaska, and I do not know what the 
answer is. 

The Cuamman. You wanted to build some new ones, then you gave 
that up? Tk Pee 

Mr. Ewers. We have not given it up; just revising it. 

The Cuarrman. I hope so. 

Mr. Ewers. I think it is safe to say Alaska Steam does not give 
things up, they may change around a little bit. [Laughter.] 

The Cuarrman. I hope you will continue, because we did a lot of 
hard work to see if we could not get the type of ships up there to do 
a better job. 

Mr. Ewers. I think we may, but it will not give any relief to the 
ports we are describing today. 

Senator Purrety. May I ask you a question here, because I may 
have to leave shortly and I am interested in finding out all I can 
about this. 

The testimony indicates what is proposed by this law is to permit 
a continuance of that which has been done before under questionable 
legal right. Now, No. 1, do you object to a continuance of that which 
has been done before? 

Mr. Ewers. Yes, sir; we do. We have always objected to this 
Ketchikan plan in competition with common carriers. 

Senator Purrety. But this has been done anyway. 

Mr. Ewenrs. It has been done the last several years. Now we have 
no objection at all to you granting relief in any way you see fit to the 
outports which are not competitive or not served 

The Cuarrman. What you are trying to say is you want an amend- 
ment to exempt Ketchikan and Juneau ? 

Mr. Ewers. I am trying to say just exactly what Mr. Jackson said 
at the opening of his remarks. It is not intended that this plan or this 
amendment would operate in connection with those areas which are 
receiving adequate service. 

The Cuatrman. I think that is legitimate. I would not be facetious. 
What you are talking about actually is the Ketchikan and Juneau situ- 
ation. 

Mr. Ewers. Well, I will be perfectly frank with the chairman, I 
have approval in principle of my statement, that we do not object as 
long as it is applicable only to noncompetitive operations. But I have 
not checked with Seattle to determine whether Juneau and Ketchikan 
are the only extent to which that statement of policy would apply. 

The CuarrMan. I would think they would be the main ones. 

Mr. Ewers. It may be they are, Senator, but we only asked to appear 
in this case yesterday, and at the luncheon recess today, I explained the 
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situation confronting us. I made my recommendations and got their 
instructions. Now in conclusion, I will repeat them. 

Senator Purrety. I have not finished my question. I just asked the 
first part. The second part is this: Do you see in this present legisla- 
tion, opening the gates to further competition that you are not pre- 
sently faced with ? 

Mr. Ewers. Yes, sir, I do, to the extent that the doubt is removed as 
to the legality of the Ketchikan chartering plan. It is only natural 
that others will try and take advantage of it. As a matter of fact, 
Alaska Steam looked at it itself to determine whether some such legal 
fiction would enable us to compete with that type of transportation. 
We found that we were operating mostly steam vessels to which the 
fiction was not applicable, as it is to the motorships, but it could appeal 
to anyone who has motorships, that may have hesitated about engag- 
ing in this type of transportation because of its questionable legality. 
I think, as the chairman said, the moment the questionable legality is 
removed, there are 19 ships, according to the testimony at the House 
hearing this morning, which would be eligible for this type of trans- 
portation as against 6 or 7 presently operating there. 

The CuarMan. Well, the only difference, I imagine, is the nature 
of the business and the amount of business, that will take care of itself; 
there would not be many places where this could happen. 

Mr. Ewers. Well, you can imagine the impact of the Ketchikan 
operation, say, 500 or 600 tons a month of the best grade cargo, which 
is bypassing the common carrier on the —_— 

The Cuarrman. Now let me ask this, I do not know, but does this 
operation operate year around and Alaska Steam operate seasonally ¢ 

Mr. Ewers. No, year around. 

The CHarrmMan. Southeastern year around, so both operations are 
year around ¢ 

Mr. Ewerrs. As cargo offers, Mr. Chairman; that is the criteria. 

Senator Purren.. Are you suggesting you would have no objection 
if this bill were to read, “To ports not regularly serviced by inspected 
vessels” ¢ 

Mr. Ewers. That is correct ; that is the substance of my request. 

Senator Purtety. Now is the question, What is regular service ? 

Mr. Ewerrs. We have no objection to any criteria established to deter- 
mine that. If you want to leave that to determination by the Maritime 
Administration, Mr. Chairman, or Commandant of the Coast Guard. 
we simply feel that it is not in the American tradition that the com- 
mon carrier on the route has to operate under the requirements which 
I have described, undergo inspection, regulation of rates, payment of 
the Federal transportation tax, and a parallel chartered operation 
competing with it to terminal ports is free of those requirements. It 
does not seem to be fair that of two men in a competitive ring, one is 
subject to rules and the other is not. 

The Cuatrrman. The transportation tax is paid by the shipper. 

Mr. Ewers. But it isa competitive attraction. 

The CHairmMAn. But it is paid by the shipper. 

Mr. Ewers. I think that covers the position of the Alaska Steam- 
ship Co., as I have been instructed to communicate it to you gentle- 
men, and I would be willing, if Mr. Jackson simply would write into 
the proposed amendment the conclusion of his opening remarks. 
That would satisfy us. 
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Senator Purrett. Write into what, into the hearing record ? 

Mr. Ewenrs. If this legislation is not intended to apply to those 
areas receiving regular transportation. 

Senator Jackson. That would be Ketchikan and Juneau. 

Mr. Ewers. If that is the way it works out. I cannot think of any 
other port at the moment but before giving an O. K., I would have 
to check with Seattle. 

The CHatrmMan. We will take a look of this. Of course, I think that 
the witness and ourselves, all are familiar with this problem and we 
are just trying to work out a situation that is unusual and very diffi- 
cult. 

Mr. Ewers. I hope you can find some way to assist these people 
whose problem I know. We do not purport or pretend to set our- 
selves up on safety standards. If you can accommodate the risk to 
safety by waiving of inspection laws of these ships without any greater 
jeopardy. 

The CHatrman (interposing). I do not think we completely waive 
them. If Pelican would charter their own ship, they would go along 
the same way. 

Mr. Ewers. This is personal, my own personal observation. I think 
it is wrong for a ship, a motorship, not a steamship, to have to undergo 
inspection if she transports for hire and not if she merely navigates. 
Now under the steam vessel] law, you are required to be inspec ted even 
if you navigate, regardless of w hether you carry for hire or not. After 
all, the : safety statutes have regard for the crew, as well as the cargo 
and the passengers. 

The Cuarrman. That was based on the original premise that most 
steam vessels were larger tonnage and motor vessels in the beginning 
were smaller tonnage. 

Mr. Ewers. Probably. 

‘The CHarrman. Maybe the time is coming when we ought to review 
that present inconsistency. 

Mr. Ewers. What I am trying to say to the committee is this: From 
where I sit, because one class of vessels do not have adequate inspec- 
tion is no argument for another vessel likewise being excused from 
inspection. 

The Crarrman. I do not feel any of us would feel the same way 
unless there was some unusual situation. 

Mr. Ewers. I am not quite sure of this and I want to help the com- 
mittee and I want to help our friends in Alaska, and particularly Mr. 
Ganty from Pelican, who freezes Dungeness crabs, of which I am very 
fond. I do not know whether we have ever had a problem of this kind 
that has ever been resolved. 

I do recall—perhaps the chairman’s recollection is better than 
mine—at one time, we were requested to waive the inspection laws 
to vessels operating in the trust territory. Now whether we did it or 
not, I do not know because we were not interested in it, but it might 
be a similar emergency situation which might form some guide to 
the committee. 

The Cuarrman. I think you will find in order to get service at one 
time to the Aleutians, we had to waive it. That involved mail and 
passengers. 
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Mr. Ewers. I think that is correct. 

Senator Purreti. What I understand you to say, if the practice is 
continued as was indulged in the past in areas cov ered by the bill 

Mr. Ewers (interposing). It will be most unfair to Alaska Steam. 

Senator Purrett. Wait a minute, I have not finished that ques- 
tion—that you would not be economically hurt beyond what you 
might have been hurt in the past years? There is no further injury 
done you, assuming that they do not increase the scope of their activi- 
ties. Is that correct ? 

Mr. Ewers. There is this point that the chairman raised, which is 
a very critical problem for all American shipping companies today. 
We might not be losing money but we have to replace our ships. The 
chairman pointed out, we had one project well underway which we 
had to abandon. 

One of the reasons why I would recommend abandoning projects 
involving that amount of money is the fact that these other operators 
can come in with no regulation of rates, with no inspection of vessels, 
no payment of transportation tax, and parallel our service competi- 
tively. 

Senator Purrett. They have been doing that in areas covered by 
the bill in the past. 

Mr. Ewers. That is correct. 

Senator Purret.. So you are not losing anything. 

Mr. Ewers. It isstill wrong. 

Senator Purre.tt. You are not economically injured, assuming the 
activity is not carried beyond the point that it has been carried in the 
past? You are not serving these places anyway that are mentioned 
here. 

Mr. Ewerrs. Weare serving Ketchikan, sir. 

Senator Purtret.. We have covered that in the suggestion. 

Mr. Ewrrs. If you remove the application of this legislation to the 
areas served by Alaska Steam, then we hope you will find some solu- 
tion as to how the areas that we cannot serve can be adequately served. 
And if we can help you, we would like to do it. 

The Cuarrman. All right, thank you, Ira. 

Mr. Berks. I think Mr. Ewers told me that even at Ketchikan and 
Juneau Alaska Steam is not equipped to transport the frozen halibut 
southbound. I think if you will ask him that question, he would say 
they are not. 

Mr. Ewers. I have Seattle clearance on fresh fish southbound. I 
do not believe I have any clearance on milk. Probably we could give 
it to you, but I do not have clearance on it at the moment. 

The CuarrMan. I am sure there is none because that milk problem 
isa kind of sore one. I am sure you have not. 

Mr. Ewers. If it comes within the philosophy of my instructions, 
why you gentlemen can put it in. 

The Cuarrman. You can file it. We will keep the record open. 

Mr. Ewers. But we definitely have no objection to this operation. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Beeks, we will be glad to hear from you. 
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STATEMENT OF WILLIAM T. BEEKS 


Mr. Beexs. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I regret, Mr. Chairman, I 
do not have a prepared statement. 

The Cuartrman. You can cover what you wish and you may want 
to add to what has been said. 

Mr. Beexs. Thank you. My name is William T. Beeks. I am a 
member of the law firm of Evans, McLaren, Lane, Powell & Beeks. I 
specialized in the practice of admiralty law for some 25 years and I am 
quite familiar with the transportation problems in Alaska. 

For some period of time I have been representing a group of some 
75 to 80 merchants, doing business principally in the outlying areas of 
Alaska who have no names such as the Ketchikan Merchants Associa- 
tion, but are represented by an agency known asS. B. Dahl. 

This group that I represent charter the three vessels of which you 
have the photographs there : the Delpen, Robert Kugene, and Klehowua. 

The Delpen is a vessel of 115 gross tons; Robert Kugene, a vessel of 
130 gross tons, and the Alehowa, a vessel of 149 gross tons. 

For the most part, none of the members of the association charter ing 
these vessels resides in Ketchikan or Juneau, with two exceptions. 
There are some who belong to the association primarily for the purpose, 
I believe, of receiving fresh milk in Ketchikan and Juneau and some 
who belong to the association for the purpose of getting out frozen 
halibut, as there are no other facilities to get them out. That is loose, 
frozen halibut. 

I might add that prewar, all of southeastern Alaska was served by 
three common carriers: The Alaska Ste: umship Co., Northland Trans- 
portation Co., and Ketchikan Transportation Co. The Northland 
and Ketchikan operated small vessels, not quite as small as these in the 
photographs, but comparatively small vessels, which were admirably 
suited for servicing these outports. With the increasing costs postwar, 
they could not make it financially and they had to go out of business, 
leaving only Alaska Steamship Co. with the larger v essels, 

As a result of economic necessity, this group that I represent, for 
the maintenance of their livelihood in those areas of Alaska, started 
chartering these vessels. At the outset, at the time that I came into 
the contact with them, I cautioned them that they should hire only 
trained personnel though they were not required to be inspected, 
and that they should install in their vessels the very latest type of 
navigational equipment. 

I know they have done that; I know their maintenance has been 
good and I think I can truthfully say in 10 years there has not been a 
single casualty involving these 3 vessels or to my knowledge has 
there even been a seaman who has been injured. 

I know that, although they are subject to no inspection require- 
ments, on at least two of the vessels the masters have unlimited mas- 
ters’ licenses, and I know in at least the other vessel—I do not recall 
what license the mates have, but I know they are in excess of what 
would be required for a vessel of that tonnage under inspection. 

Now, in excess of 90 percent of the traffic—I cannot tell you the exact 
figure between southeastern Alaska and the State of Washineton—is 
on uninspected vessels, and that is true both of the Canadian ves- 
sels and of the American vessels. Under our license laws, as I 
understand them, and my understanding is slightly different than 
Mr. Ewers, leaving aside the carrying for hire, motor vessels are not 
entirely exempt from inspection. 
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Any motor vessel under 300 gross tons not operating in the fisheries 
or in the fishing industry, is exempt from the i a tion requirements. 
No vessel operated in the fishing industry, I do not care what its 
tonnage is, is subjected to the inspection requirements. 

If you took Queen Elizabeth and put her in the fisheries, she would 
not be subject to any inspection requirement. 

Now, most of the traffic to Alaska is, as I have indicated, on un- 
inspected vessels consisting primarily of tugs, vessels engs aged in the 
fishing industry and fishing vessels. I have made a computation here, 
it is not entirely accurate, but all we could run down, indicating 107 
uninspected vessels of varying tonnages up to over 2,000, that operate 
through these waters are not subject to inspection. I would like to 
put it in evidence. 

The CHarrMan. Without objection, it will be placed in the record. 

(The document referred to follows:) 


Uninspected vessels 


Vessel Gross Vessel Gross 
tonnage tonnage 
1. Martin 283 55. California Rose 106 
2. Ernest. 283 56. Apache 90 
3. Shinn. 284 57. Shelikof 72 
4. Patrick 283 58. Shelikof 92 
5. Kelly 283 59. North Star 1, 642 
6. Charles 283 60. Pacifie Queen QRS 
7. Michael 283 61. Coral Sea 148 
8. Wallion 283 62. Ruth Ann 121 
9. Richard 268 63. Ieeland 199 
10. Barbara Fos 286 64. Kayak 215 
11. Leslie Foss 275 65. Eshamy 253 
12 mna Foss 87 66. K. J 251 
13. Martha Fo 83 67. Sabl 163 
14. Christine F< 3 68. Bering 170 
15. Justine Fc QR 69. Whale 164 
16. Craig Foss 179 70. Vitanie 131 
17. Erik Fo 149 71. Klehov 149 
18. Hereulk 75 72. Robert Eugene 130 
19. Monarcl 73. Delpen 115 
W IS { Alert 180 
21. } 199 M | 85 
ae i 7 V un I vo 
9 4 108 Wied I i bd 
24 \ OR 8 | 13 
2 ry D. Hume 142 79. J. B. Edy l 98 
26 lieur lil 80. Tacoma 112 
4. A ll Sl. O1 n 117 
_—s 349 ee | 138 
29. Lot 122 3 I 138 
36 i 84. \ 106 
31. Lois An 3 276 85. Trade Wind 103 
32 ! lf 3. Robert 8 151 
3. H 87. M I ht M 138 
4. J \ SS. NN I Ni 193 
5 } 1 RQ ¢ Seatt 108 
36. ¢ ] 90. XN i 240 
s7 I ; ( Dot RR 
8. Ji 92. Deer Harbor No. 2 86 
sy. A if Voyager 11S 
‘3 | ! 4. Seld 148 
41. Re l } N 295 
42. H I l M I 52 
43. Ce I 7. Boxe 182 
44. Chief 185 08. Fern 207 
45. Columbi 189 99. Mary J 2 296 
46. Tolstoi 75 100. G vs R 50 
417. Pacific Reefer 903 101. Mak os 270 
48. Alaska Queen 395 102. Bobt 147 
19. Reefer 2 228 103. Chisik isi ind 182 
50. Alaska Reefer 937 104. Alitak 115 
51. Dorothea 199 105. Blue Bird 166 
52. Northland 199 106. Halo Wawa 36 
53. Western Trader 289 107. La Merced_.- 2, 146 
54. Sidney 127 
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Mr. Berks. Now, in addition to that, there are several hundred fish- 
ing vessels that regularly ply back and forth that are not subject to 
inspection and that is equally true of the Canadian situation up to 
oo Rupert and Kitimat, where there is an immense amount of 
trafiic. 

I have also made a list, which I think is accurate, giving all of the 
vessels that operate in that area, commercial vessels, subject to inspec- 
tion, and outside of the vessels of the Alaska Steamship Co., there are 
only two, one owned by the Coastwise Line and another owned by 
Standard Oil Co. 

I would like to put that in evidence also. 

The Cuarrman. Without objection, it will be placed in the record. 

(The document referred to follows :) 


Inspected vessels 


| 





Vessel Gross Company 
jtonnage | 

—_—— —_ — x ne —————————e 
ne a a oc cemnneibte mano enh amie piers oak 7, 180 
i ed de  nnananinboaseeantwenebse un 7, 210 
I ee ee cae necnmede anon | 7,176 
i tar cans a anteater niu shin wewseanebuue’ ) 7,198 
5. goodies Shey) a aan cet tila aaa aioe 2 
I en dead iidianascemnmectdl ; 3, 805 | 
I gal ceil a tee blend renioemme i 3, 805 Alaska Steamship Co. 
a a a I owas wen ne ney 3, 805 
TE hl iatetdkeinans-+ocebihiibnecines baigpanseieseacsceocuns -| 8, 809 | 
I ee walle tate aid \ 3, 812 | 
re, | ee CEES, dias tums abies ahteie dae scicotatadrcedccso® | 3, 805 | 
ete he, ee tinetiacab ink shackiusanwiaecoed | 3, 812 | 
13. Coastal Nomad (new vessel just starting).............---.-..-----.- j 3, 805 
Be ID NY SED cn dieknccamsdvaniotnodugeiuchbebinn pcetiaulae j 8,197 | Coastwise Line. 
I I eis abcmile AEE RESTORE: 1,318 | Standard Oil Co. 


Mr. Berks. Now, as has been pointed out here, any person, be it an 
individual or corporation, may operate any vessel up to 300 gross tons 
in carrying his own merchandise without being subject to the inspec- 
tion laws at all. 

Also any one of those 3 vessels or any other vessel under 300 gross 
tons might tow a barge completely loaded with cargo through any of 
these areas and the vessel would not be subject to the inspection laws, 
and that would be a far more hazardous operation. 

Some mention has been made of vessels that do operate in Alaska, 
small vessels that are subject to inspection. I do not pretend to be 
an expert or have complete knowledge on that, but I do know a little 
bit about it. Ten or fifteen years ago, there were many, many vessels 
engaged up there in mail runs, but they are gradually diminishing 
every year as the Government gives the mail contracts to the air car- 
riers, with the result, I think, there are only three left. They are sub- 
ject to inspection because they carry passengers. They are small and 
they only make daylight trips from Juneau to Hoonah and Pelican 
and from Juneau down to Petersburg and Ketchikan over to Hyda- 
burg and Klawock. 

Now, there is 7reva C running from Juneau down to Petersburg. I 
do not know her exact tonnage, but it is between 20 and 30 tons and she 
is 58 feet, nothing but a motorboat. The Forester runs from Juneau 
up to Pelican and Hoonah. I do not have her exact measurements, but 
I think she is a vessel of about 30 tons, and then there is the Discoverer 
that runs from Ketchikan over to Hydaburg and Klawock. She is a 
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larger vessel but still is small, only 93 tons. None of these vessels are 
capable of carrying any amount of cargo or any refrigerated cargo 
whatsoever. In other words, perishables or fruits could not be trans- 
ported on that type of vessel. 

Now, as Mr. Ganty indicated here, if this legislation is not passed 
and this situation is not clarified, what Pelican Packing will do is take 
one of these vessels and transport its own merchandise. 

I know of one other outfit that ships fruit and vegetables to Alaska 
that is in a position to take the other and they would transport their 
own merchandise and leave the great majority of these people in a 
much more dire economic position than they are today. 

The Cuarrman. An individual operation would, of necessity, be 
seasonal ? 

Mr. Brrxs. To some extent, yes. Now, there is only issue here that 
boils down from a safety standpoint. There would be no question 
under the law that exists today that one person can do it. How is the 
safety standard reduced in any manner if 2 do it, or 3, to the same ex- 
tent as 1 can legally do it? 

While there has been objection here, and while the Coast Guard has 
objected, I do not want to criticize Admiral Richmond. He has been 
very fair, but no one has come in to point out a solution to this com- 
mittee if this legislation is not passed. What is going to happen to 
these people up there? They are just completely stranded and left 
without any means of transportation. 

The question was asked, and I am sorry the Senator from Con- 
necticut has departed. but he was asking what the cost would be to 
bring these vessels under inspection. I have had two experiences. 
Unfortunately, I have searched my memory and I cannot think of the 
name of the vessel, except it was something like the Discoverer. 

I do remember the length of it, 125 feet long, and it was put under 
the inspection laws. The cost I remember, some 5 years ago for this 
very small vessel, was $60,000, to bring the vessel under the inspection 
laws. 

We did give some consideration sometime ago to finding out the 
cost for putting the Delpen under inspection laws. I cannot remem- 
ber the exact figure on that, gentlemen, but I do remember this very, 
very vividly and clearly, that when the repairs and alterations were 
computed, and I went over them with Captain Jones of the Coast 
Guard, and Mr. Banner at that time quite carefully ; when the altera- 
tions and expenditures were figured—you understand, these were old 
vessels—the cost of alteration and changes which we would have to 
make would exceed by double the value of the vessel after they were 
made. 

Furthermore, the Coast Guard would require us to put on 3 engi- 
neers, a cook and a messman, some 5 people, although all these vessels 
are pilothouse-controlled, and when we got through allowing for addi- 
tional crew quarters, there would not have been any space left to carry 
cargo, so it defeated its own purpose. 

This operation has been safe. Ten years have gone by without a 
single accident or casualty, and extreme care is used. It is to their 
interest to see that it is safe. Vessels are all equipped with the latest 
types of radar, radio direction finders, automatic steering, radio tele- 
phones, and it is not a haphazard, loose operation at all, but they are 
old vessels. However, they are well preserved, but that would still 
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not justify any major capital expenditures, and then they only carry 
about 100 tons of merchandise now. If you took any substantial part 
of the present cargo space on it for crew quarters, there would be 
nothing left to carry cargo. 

I have nothing further unless the committee wishes to ask me any 
questions. 

The CHarrmMan. Well, I want to ask you, Mr. Beeks, this question 
for the record. This matter has been discussed with the Coast Guard 
on several occasions by yourself; has it not ? 

Mr. Beexs. That is true, sir. 

The Cuarrman. In the Seattle headquarters and one conference 
back here. 

Mr. Beexs. That is true, sir. 

The Cuarrman. At that time, Admiral Richmond was present? 

Mr. Beexs. That is true, sir. 

The Cuarrman. I want to point up the reason—Mr. Ewers, I wish 
you would listen to the reason for legislation being introduced now. 
It was thought by the Coast Guard and those involved in this matter 
that if the so-called test case wes decided in court as to this legality 
and a decision, say, should be handed down next week or the week 
after, that then there would elapse a longer period of 6 months or may- 
be 8 months before Congress could get at the matter and then every- 
body would be out. Nothing could happen and it was thought then, 
by the Coast Guard, that regardless of how the decision might come 
out in court, there was the necesity for Congress looking at this matter 
in such way as we would want to look at it policywise, the service was 
there existing anyway and, therefore, we ought to start this now, sort 
of paralleling this mater now in court. Otherwise, there would not 
have been any particular haste in this session of introducing this 
legislation. 

Mr. Ewers. It is not the first time the Senator and I have been con- 
fronted with this and I agree it should be done. 

The Cuarrman, That is why we thought it the better part of wisdom 
in this case to have a look at Pelican. We thought we better get going 
or we might find these people completely out for a long period of time 
if we did not. 

Mr. Berexs. I might make one further observation too, in answer 
to a question the Senator from Connecticut propounded. 

The Cuarrman. I want to say for the record, I wrote a letter to 
Admiral Richmond on March 29 to that effect and received an answer 
back from him that they thought this other matter should be looked 
at by Congress. 

Go ahead. 

Mr. Berks. The Senator from Connecticut asked a question deal- 
ing with the number of charters each trip. The group that I represent 
charters these three vessels on an annual basis. There is no changing 
of personnel or parties. 

The Cuairman. I have no further questions. Do you have any, 
Senator / 

Senator JAcKson. I have no further questions. 
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The CuatrMan. Does anyone else want to state anything here for 
the record ¢ 

Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

The CHatrman. Back on the record. 

Mr. Woutsterrer. I would like to bring before the committee one 
matter which has come up as a result of this rather sudden change of 
events, regarding the prospective amendment to the substitute bill 
to exclude Ketchikan and Juneau. 

Now, the Ketchikan Merchants’ Charter Association, which is the 
other cooperative, and who instituted, more or less, the conversations 
and problems with the Coast Guard and who arranged for the test 
‘ase, operate four vessels of the same size as the Dahl Transportation 
Agency of which Mr. Beeks speaks. 

Now, they serve the outports such as Hydaburg, Bunk Island, 
Tokeen, and other points as Metlakatla, Tyre, Kake, Hood Bay, 
Hoonah, as well as the outports served by the Dahl Transportation Co. 

If the legislation is amended so as to specifically exempt service to 
Ketchikan and Juneau, the operation of the KMCA will be forced 
to discontinue because their operation recognizes a well known trans- 
portation principle that Mr. Skinner, of the Alaska Steamship Co., 
very successfully and intelligently enunciated before this very com- 
mittee about a year ago; namely, that in a situation of this kind, it is 
economically impossible to serve these outports who need the service 
unless you can couple it with a limited service to the larger ports. 

Mr. Skinner, when he appeared in support of the bill to acquire 
from this Government two C1I-MAYV-1 vessels, and it was suggested 
to restrict those vessels to operate where the service was needed, in 
that case, to southeastern Alaska generally, refused to accept limita- 
tion of service to this area, which is served by three carriers; namely, 
Coastwise Line, Alaska Freight Lines, and Alaska Steamship Co., by 
stating that he could not accept such restriction. 

He said, “We are the only company that attempts to serve all of 
Alaska, where service to the smaller ports is possible only when coupled 
with service to the other and larger ports.’ 

Now that, gentlemen, is the precise situation confronting the 
Ketchikan Merchants’ Charter Association. We serve these small 
ports. We have for the past 10 years served those ports, with calls at 
Ketchikan and Juneau and I do not want this committee to feel that 
they can solve the situation of all these outlying calls by a solution 
which will more than cut in half the existing service by these unin- 
spected vessels. 

Ketchikan Merchants’ Charter Association operates four vessels. 
The Dahl Transportation Agency operates three. If the exclusion is 
put in that substitute bill for Ketchikan and Juneau, I think the com- 
mittee should at least recognize that they will be doing more than 
cutting the existing service in half. I wish there were some way to 
satisfy Mr. Ewer’s objection, but as I see the position in the Alaska 
Steamship Co., it is this: We feel we have some burden to serve the out- 
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ports, along with the rail belt and the principal ports in southeastern 
Alaska. If Congress is willing to legislate to relieve us of our burdens, 
we are very happy to serve the ports which we can economically do so. 
I think that is overprotection of the one steamship company that is 
serving the area and I think that the general principle of this bill is, 
should a number of merchants be permitted to continue to do collec- 
tively what they can without question do individually ? 

I must state that I must oppose amendment which would have as its 
only effect, the complete discontinuance of the service of KMCA to 
the outports by eliminating any calls at Ketchikan and Juneau which 
are necessary to provide the service. 

Senator Jackson. May I just ask a question: Mr. Wohlstetter, do 
~ recognize that there is a different situation with reference to, say 

etchikan and Juneau, where there is regular service by a company 
that is operating uninspected vessels ? 

I mean it isa factual situation. It seems to me quite clear here that 
you have on the one hand, an area that cannot get service from Alaska 
Steam, the so-called outlying ports, unless they have 100 tons or more, 
so they do not provide regular service to those outlying areas. They 
do provide, however, regular service—maybe the local people might 
object in detail—but they do provide regular service to the big ports of 
Ketchikan and Juneau. 

I was trying to deal with the emergency situations as I understood 
the problem here and I was not aware of all of the details of this bill. 
I merely make this point so that the committee, Mr. Chairman, might 
understand that there are two different situations involved: One, an 
area where they have absolutely no chance of service unless this bill 
goes through; another area where hey can get service, maybe not as 
satisfactory, but they can get service; is that not right? 

Mr. Woutsterrer. I think that is correct, Senator, except that in the 
area they do get the service; namely, Ketchikan and Juneau, the 
service to Ketchikan and Juneau is coupled with service by the same 
ships on the same voyage to these smaller outports where the situation 
is so acute. 

The Crarrman. That is the same situation that Alaska Steam con- 
fronts. They could not attempt to operate economically if they were 
just going to give service to those points without a continuation of the 
complete Alaskan service and you are maybe confronted with the same 
thing, but that is the economics of both operations. You cannot get 
away from that. 

Mr. Ewers. Extension of Mr. Wohlstetter’s theory would be to 
relieve all of Alaska trade from inspection, which goes far beyond 
anything, I think, any of us really want. 

The CuarrMan. Nobody is thinking of that. 

Mr. Ewers. I thank the committee for bearing with us. 

The CHamman. We will leave the record open in case you want to 
put anvthing else in. 

Mr. Ewers. I would like to ask Seattle to see what they think about 
fresh milk. 

The Cuarrman. Is there anything further? 

(There was no response. ) 

The Cuarrman. If not, the committee will be adjourned. 

(Whereupon at 4: 35 p. m., the committee was adjourned. ) 
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(The following letter with enclosed telegram was received from 
Delegate Bartlett, subsequent to the hearing :) 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., July 18, 1957. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear CHAIRMAN MaGnuson: Enclosed are copies of a radiogram received by 
me this morning from Gov. Mike Stepovich of Alaska endorsing the principle 
of S. 1798 and H. R. 6646. 

Sincerely yours, 
BE. L. BARTLETT. 
Hon. E. L. BARTLETT, 
Delegate from Alaska, House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 


In full accord with intent of S. B. 1798 and/or H. R. 6646 exempting shipping 
under 150 gross tons register from Coast Guard inspection while carrying freight 
for hire between inland waters of Washington and southeast Alaska this service 
necessary to many Alaskan communities now receiving inadequate shipping 
service urge immediate passage of this legislation. 

MIKE STEPOVICH, 
Governor of Alaska, Juneau, Alaska. 


(Reports from Government departments are as follows :) 
Departmental comments on the bill as introduced follow : 


Tue SECRETARY OF COMMERCE, 
Washington, June 11, 1957. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This letter is in reply to your request of April 5, 1957, 
for the views of this Department with respect to S. 1798, a bill to amend section 
4462 of the Revised Statutes, as amended, with respect to certain vessels carry- 
ing freight for hire on the inland waters of southeastern Alaska or between such 
waters and the inland waters of the State of Washington. 

The proposed legislation would exempt vessels not exceeding 150 gross tons 
not propelled by steam which are engaged in carrying freight for hire on inland 
waters of southeastern Alaska, or between such waters in Alaska and inland 
waters of the State of Washington, from inspection of their hulls and boilers, and 
from the requirement that no such vessel shall be navigated without an engineer 
and pilot. 

The section sought to be amended by the bill (46 U. S. C. 404), in summary, 
requires that all vessels of above 15 gross tons propelled by gas, fluid, naphtha, 
or electric motors, carrying freight or passengers for hire, but not engaged in 
fishing as a regular business, shall be subject to inspection of hulls and boilers, 
and shall be in charge of an engineer and a pilot. 

The bill would repeal those requirements for vessels not exceeding 150 gross 
tons, and would result in a considerable lowering of the safety standards pres- 
ently enforced by the United States Coast Guard. 

There appears to be no valid reason for excluding the vessels described in the 
bill from the provisions of the statute enacted as recently as May 1956 (70 Stat. 
152), to insure the safety of passengers and crew even on the smaller boats. 

The Department of Commerce does not recommend favorable consideration of 
the bill. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that it would interpose no objection to 
the submission of this report to your committee. 

Note: The correct number of the section of the Revised Statutes sought to be 
amended is 4426” and not “4462.” Line 1 of the title and line 3, page 1, of the 
bill should be corrected accordingly. 

Sincerely yours, 


SINCLAIR WEEKS, 
Secretary of Commerce. 
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DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
June 14, 1957. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Senator: This is in response to your request for the views of the Depart- 
ment of Justice concerning the bill (S. 1798) to amend section 4462 of the Revised 
Statutes, as amended, with respect to certain vessels carrying freight for hire 
on the inland waters of southeastern Alaska or between such waters and the 
inland waters of the State of Washington. 

The bill would amend title 46, United States Code, section 404, by adding a 
proviso under the terms of which the laws relating to the inspection of hulls and 
bcilers and requiring engineers and pilots would not apply to vessels of less than 
150 gross tons not propelled by steam, which are engaged in carrying freight for 
hire between places within the inland waters of southeastern Alaska and the 
inland waters of the State of Washington. 

This legislation does not relate to any activity for which the Department of 
Justice has responsibility and it, therefore, prefers to make no recommendation 
as to whether or not it should be enacted. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report. 

Sincerely, 
WILLIAM P. ROGERS, 
Deputy Attorney General. 


JUNE 27, 1957. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

My DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to the request of your committee 
for the views of the Treasury Department on S. 1798, to amend section 4462 of the 
Revised Statutes, as amended, with respect to certain vessels carrying freight 
for hire on the inland waters of southeastern Alaska or between such waters and 
the inland waters of the State of Washington. 

The purpose of the’bill is to amend section 4426 of the Revised Statutes (the 
number “4462” in the bill is apparently a typographical error) so as to make 
inapplicable to certain vessels the provisions of the section relating to the inspec- 
} tion of hulls and boilers and requiring engineers and pilots. The vessels that 

would be exempte . are those not exceeding 150 gross tons, not propelled by steam, 

and engaged in carrying freight for hire (1) between places within the inland 

waters of southeastern Alaska as defined pursuant to section 2 of the act of 

February 19, 1895, as amended (28 Stat. 672; 83 U. S. C. 151) (see 33 C. F. R. 

82.275), and (2) between places within the inland waters described under (1) 
j and places within the inland waters of the State of Washington, as also defined 
, pursuant to the act of February 19, 1895, as amended (see 33 C. F. R. 82.120), 
via sheltered waters as defined in article I of the treaty between the United 
States and Canada defining certain waters of the west coast of North America as 
sheltered waters, dated December 9, 1933 (49 Stat. 2685). 

The Treasury Department is not aware of any justification for excluding the 
vessels described in the bill from the application of section 4426 of the Revised 
Statutes. To exclude one class of vessels is to discriminate against other classes, 
which would then also seek exclusion. The result would be a trend toward low- 
ering accepted merchant marine safety standards as prescribed by statute. Such 
a result, being contrary to the best interests of the merchant marine and the 
users thereof, is to be avoided. 

Therefore, the Treasury Department is opposed to the enactment of S. 1798. 

The Department has been advised by the Bureau of the Budget that there is 
no objection to the submission of this report to your committee. 

Very truly yours, 





Davip W. KENDALL, 
Acting Secretary of the Treasury. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., June 28, 1957. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR MAGNUSON: This responds to your request for the views of this 
Department on §S. 1798, a bill to amend section 4462 of the Revised Statutes, 
as amended, with respect to certain vessels carrying freight for hire on the inland 
waters of southeastern Alaska or between such waters and the inland waters 
of the State of Washington. 

We make no recommendation with regard to the enactment of the bill. 

Enactment of 8. 1798 woud have the effect of exempting from certain existing 
safety requirements vessels of 150 gross tons and under, but limited to those plying 
the waters of southeastern Alaska, and between southeastern Alaska and Puget 
Sound ports. Certain vessels meeting the definition contained in the bill are now, 
we uncerstand, operated under charter in those waters to shippers or a group 
of shippers in the area, and, being operated in this manner, are exempt from the 
application of the provisions of section 4426, Revised Statutes, as amended. The 
apparent purpose of the bill is to permit such vessels, and other vessels similarly 
situated, to operate as common carriers in those waters, without meeting certain 
of the safety requirements now imposed. 

The vessels concerned provide a service to the merchants of the area. However, 
it is not believed that enforcement of reasonable safety requirements would lessen 
the extent of the service they are able to provide. As noted, vessels being oper- 
ated in a manner which exempts them from the safety requirements of existing 
law already serve generally the same trade as could be served on a common carrier 
basis by enactment of the bill. 

This Department has no special competence in passing on proposed legislation 
relating primarily to safety of shipping operations. It would appear that other 
agencies of the Government, such as the Coast Guard, would be in a better position 
to advise with respect to the necessity of particular safety requirements. We do 
not believe that the coastal waters of southeastern Alaska are more safe than 
those of other shipping routes: on the contrary, those waters are generally con- 
sidered to be dangerous and difficult to navigate. 

Because the bill relates primarily to the regulation of safety at sea, we with- 
hold a recommendation with respect to the desirability of its enactment. 

Your attention is invited to a typographical or clerical error; the section num- 
ber of the Revised Statutes to which reference is made in the title and again in 
line 3 of nage 1, should be “4426” instead of “4462.” 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the submis- 
sion of this report to your committee. 


Sincerely yours, 
ROGER ERNST, 


Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 


COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, April 12, 1957. 
B-94353 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, United States 
Senate. 
Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Your letter of April 5, 1957, acknowledged April 8, 
requests our comments on §8. 1798. 
8S. 1798 would exempt from the inspection and engineer and pilot requirements 
of section 4426, Revised Statutes of the United States, as amended (46 U.S. C. 
404), any vessel not exceeding 150 gross tons not propelled by steam which is en- 
gaged in carrying freight for hire on the inland waters of southeastern Alaska 
or between such waters and the inland waters of the State of Washington. 
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Our office has no information as to the need or desirability of the proposed 
legislation and, therefore, we have no recommendation to make concerning the 
merits of the bill. 

The Revised Statute citation contained in the title and in line 3, page 1, of the 
bill should be corrected to read section “4426.” 

Sincerely yours, 
JOSEPH CAMPBELL, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, May 2, 1957. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, United States 
Senate. 

DEAR SENATOR MAGNUSON: Reference is made to your letter of April 5, 1957, 
inviting the comments of the Department of State on S. 1798, a bill to amend sec- 
tion 4462 of the Revised Statutes, as amended, with respect to certain vessels 
carrying freight for hire on the inland waters of southeastern Alaska or between 
such waters and the inland waters of the State of Washington. An interim 
acknowledgment of your letter was sent by the Department on April 8, 1957. 

The Department of State does not perceive any foreign policy implications in 
this bill, and accordingly has no comment to offer regarding the desirability of 
the enactment of S. 1798. 

The Department has been informed by the Bureau of the Budget that there 
is no objection to the submission of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
Rosert C. HI, 
Assistant Secretary 
(For the Acting Secretary of State). 











